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The researcher examined school counselors’ and administrator’s perceptions of
the readiness level to implement the American School Counseling Association (ASCA)
National Model. The researcher evaluated the differences in perceived readiness, between
counselors and administrators, across in each of the 7 ASCA National Model District
Readiness Survey indicators (i.e., community support, leadership, guidance curriculum,
school counselor’ beliefs and attitudes, school counselors’ skills, district resources, and
staffing/time use). The researcher also addressed certain school and position
characteristics that could be predictors of the readiness level. The predictor variables
included: highest degree of education, age, student-to-counselor ratio, years of total
experience in schools, years of counseling and/or administrative experience, gender,
ethnicity, grade level of school, and school role.
The research provided evidence that school counselors perceived their district to
be ready in the areas of School Counselors’ Skills, and School Counselors’ Beliefs and
Attitudes indicators. The areas where school counselors indicated they perceived their

school district as minimally ready were Leadership, Community Support, and Guidance
Curriculum. In the areas of Staffing/Time Use and District Resources, school counselors
reported perceiving their school district as being not ready.
School administrators perceived their district to be ready in the areas of
Community Support, Leadership, Guidance Curriculum, School Counselors’ Beliefs and
Attitudes, and School Counselors’ Skills indicators. The areas where school
administrators indicated they perceived their school district as minimally ready were
Staffing/Time Use and District Resources. There were no areas in which administrators
reported perceiving their school district as being not ready.
Based on school counselor perceptions, the “overall” readiness level of their
district was minimally ready to implement the ASCA National Model. Based on school
administrator perceptions, the “overall” readiness level of their district was ready to
implement the ASCA National Model. The school counselor and administrator
perceptions were significantly different across all 7 readiness factors of the ASCA
National Model District Readiness Survey. The classification of school counselors and
administrator was determined to account for 30.4% of the variance in the overall
perception of district readiness level to implement the ASCA National Model.
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INTRODUCTION

Development of School Counseling
The origin of school counseling programs can be traced back to the late 1800s and
early 1900s. During the early 1900s, the United States experienced rapid industrial
growth, social protest, social reform, and utopian idealism as a result of the Industrial
Revolution (Gysbers, 2001). In addition to the many positive effects of industrialization,
several negative conditions also emerged within this environment. According to Stephens
(1970), “the emergence of cities with slums and immigrant-filled ghettos, the decline of
puritan morality, the eclipse of the individual by organizations, corrupt political bossism,
and the demise of the apprenticeship method of learning a vocation were all unanticipated
effects of industrial growth” (p.148-149). In response to these problems caused by the
Industrial Revolution, the Progressive Movement emerged and lasted from the 1890s to
the 1920s. The goal of the Progressive Movement was to improve the negative conditions
brought about by industrialization and urbanization. A key component of this movement
was the implementation of formalized school counseling programs in the nation’s schools
(Erford, 2003; Gysbers, 2001; Gysbers & Henderson, 2000, 2006; Schimmel, 2008).
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Roles and Functions of School Counselors
School counseling has been an evolving specialty since its inception as a result of
continued social, educational, political, and economic trends (Borders & Paisley, 1995).
For many school counseling programs, it has been a struggle to keep up with these
societal and educational changes (Ballard & Murgatroyd, 1999). Emphasizing this point,
Coll and Freeman (1997) concluded that “it could be argued that the weakness of school
counseling does not lie in the typical work force structural and support problems such as
a lack of time to complete responsibilities, outdated training, and wage issues, but in the
inability of the profession to maintain a consistent role” (p. 251). This lack of congruency
has continually made it difficult for counselors to gain any real bargaining leverage to use
in advocating for their role within the school system. As a result, the school counselor
role looks very different from school to school and from district to district.
The unsteady nature of this environment perpetuates the ever-changing roles and
functions of school counselors. This instability has been true throughout the history of
school counseling, and many school counselors still struggle to be clear about their roles
and functions. There is a great lack of role clarity across the nation that appears to have
perpetuated role confusion among districts, schools, and counselors themselves (PereraDiltz, & Mason, 2008). As a result, many teachers, students, parents, and even
administrators are unclear of the roles and responsibilities of school counselors (Bynum,
Hooten, & Vaughn, 2007).
School administrators are often the driving force in shaping the role of school
counselors on a local level (Dahir, 2000a). School counselors’ assigned roles,
responsibilities, and evaluation are typically left to the discretion of the building
2

administrator (Bynum et al., 2007). Unfortunately, Perusse, Goodnough, Donegan, and
Jones (2004) conclude that “most principals continue to believe that appropriate tasks of
school counselors include clerical tasks such as registration and scheduling of all new
students; administering cognitive, aptitude, and achievement tests; and maintaining
student records” (p. 161). Other common duties performed by counselors include:
sponsoring clubs and organizations; averaging grades; scheduling all students; and
maintaining transcripts (Burnham & Jackson, 2000). However, in a study by Bardhoshi
and Duncan (2009), administrators reported that the following six tasks were essential: 1)
crisis counseling was rated as the most important task, 2) peer relationships, 3) coping
strategies and effective social skills; individual counseling, 4) assisting the school
principal with identifying and resolving student issues, needs, and problems, 5)
consultation, collaboration, and teaming, and 6) school counseling program management
and operation. These tasks have all been identified as essential elements in a
comprehensive counseling program. Clearly, there is incongruence between what is
expected from school counselors and their actual duties. Consequently, what school
counselors actually do in the school differs from what they were trained to do and could
prevent them from doing what is most beneficial to the students they serve (Burnham &
Jackson, 2000).
The absence of harmony between the actions and expectations of administrators
and school counselors is often at the core of the problem of incongruence. As a result, the
administrator’s lack of understanding of counselor roles can perpetuate the inappropriate
assignment of job tasks (Bynum et al., 2007). In order to achieve successful
implementation of a comprehensive school counseling program with appropriate
3

counselor duties, the support and commitment of the knowledgeable school administrator
is required (Dahir, 2000a). Thus, it is paramount for school counselors to educate
administrators about the appropriate assigned duties of a school counselor, which will
help lead to greater success of the school counseling program and the overall success of
the school. In addition, school counselors must take action and advocate within their
entire schools and communities to promote uniformity and decrease role incongruence
(Lambie & Williamson, 2004). School counselors must help define their roles rather than
let the administration do it for them (House & Martin, 1998). Ultimately, school
counselors must eliminate this incongruence, as it continues to perpetuate role ambiguity
and conflict within the school counseling profession.
The role of the school counselor is defined by the American School Counseling
Association (ASCA) in terms of qualifications and job responsibilities. According to
ASCA, (2013), school counselors should be certified or licensed within the state in which
they work, hold a minimum of a master’s degree in school counseling, uphold ethical and
professional standards, and promote the development of a comprehensive school
counseling program based on the ASCA National Model. ASCA concludes that school
counselors are vital in the success of students by promoting equity and rigorous
educational experiences for all students through leadership, advocacy, and collaboration.
School counselors promote a safe learning environment for the entire school and help all
members of the school community. In addition, they provide culturally relevant
prevention and intervention programs (ASCA, 2013).
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Development of the ASCA National Model
Despite many positive advancements noted throughout the developmental history
of school counseling, a disturbingly common theme is the lack of role clarity that
continues to be problematic for the profession. According to Ballard and Murgatroyd
(1999), “school counselors must be clear and aggressive in defining their roles and
functions” (p. 20). In addition, there is continued confusion and controversy about the
role of the school counselors despite a wealth of reports, articles, and research (PereraDiltz, 2008). Teachers, administrators, parents, and school counselors often experienced
the lack of role clarity. Further confusing the profession is the fact that school counseling
traditionally has looked different from state to state and school to school. This lack of
consistency and role clarity has created an overall problem within the field of counseling
(ASCA, 2012).
Due to the lack of role clarity, ASCA embarked on an effort in 2001 to develop a
model to aid school counselors in their efforts to become even more valuable to school
systems (ASCA, 2012). ASCA began the task by gathering together leaders in the field of
school counseling in order to create a vision. The goal was “developing the model to
address historical concerns, current challenges within the profession and to assist
counselor educators and practicing school counselors in planning for the future of their
programs and the profession through one common lens” (ASCA, 2005, p. 9). The ASCA
National Model was primarily constructed using components taken from three previously
successful models: the Gysbers and Henderson model, the Johnson and Johnson model,
and the Myrick model (each of which will be discussed further in chapter 2). These
models all provided years of research and data regarding successful implementation of
5

counseling and guidance programs in the schools. The primary authors of the original
ASCA National model were Bowers and Hatch (ASCA, 2005).
In 2003, the first edition of the ASCA National Model was published, with
subsequent revisions being made in 2005 and again in 2012 (ASCA, 2012). According to
Carey, Harrity, and Dimmitt (2005) “the ASCA National Model connects school
counseling programs to education reform initiatives, emphasizes data-based management
and accountability processes, reiterates school counseling’s role in enhancing student
achievement, and establishes a framework for school counselors to operate effectively
within standards-based educational environments” (p. 305). The ASCA National Model
focuses on program foundation, delivery, management, and accountability for every
student (ASCA, 2005).
Challenges of ASCA National Model Implementation
Implementation of the ASCA National Model presents challenges to both
counselors and schools. The first of those challenges is administrative support of the
model. Successful implementation of the ASCA National Model requires both
commitment and support from administration. According to the ASCA National
Standards (Campbell & Dahir, 1997), the school counseling program is expected to
implement strategies and activities that support student learning and enhance academic
development. School counselors are expected to help students achieve success in school
and are stakeholders in student’s academic achievement (Dahir, 2000b). Administrators
share in the responsibility of preparing students to meet expectations of higher academic
standards, thus school counselors should gain administrative support for successful
implementation of the ASCA National Standards and ASCA National Model as they
6

strive to help achieve this goal (Dahir, 2000a). Bynum, Hooten, and Vaughn (2007)
suggest that administrators may have a lack of understanding of appropriate counselor
roles and task assignments that align with the ASCA National Model and ASCA National
Standards. While some administrators support the responsibilities of the school counselor
as outlined in the ASCA National Model, there are other elements that often play a role in
inappropriately assigning tasks. Many schools experience understaffing, budget cuts, and
increased need for student services which make it difficult for administrators to allow
counselors the time and support to fully implement the ASCA National Model.
Therefore, it is important that counselors help educate administrators regarding the
National Standards and the ASCA National Model so the challenge of administrative
support will no longer exist as a barrier (Whiston, 2002).
In addition to administrative support, counselors should seek to share ownership
of the school counseling program with parents, teachers, students, and an advisory
committee. Sharing ownership will help gain support for the program (Lehr, 2002).
School counselors cannot implement a comprehensive counseling program by
themselves, rather they must seek help from others in order to be successful. According
to ASCA (2005), school counseling programs “provide the rationale for school
counselors, school administrators, faculty, parents or guardians, businesses and the
community to engage in conversations about expectations for students’ academic success
and the role of counseling programs in enhancing student learning” (p. 14). However, for
this to occur, stakeholders must stop viewing the counseling program as something for
which the school counselor is solely responsible. According to research conducted by
Beesley (2004), teachers reported that they see considerable need for improvement in
7

various counseling service areas: career counseling, academic planning/college
preparation, community referrals, and public relations. Ballard and Oescher (2010)
concluded from their research that stakeholders view school counselor roles as mainly
focused on personal and social issues and place less value on the academic role of school
counselors. These views of school counselors must be changed in order for school
counselors to gain support and assistance from stakeholders.
One challenge to the implementation of the ASCA National Model is the time and
resources required for implementation. Many counselors commit time to performing
duties that are not part of the ASCA National Model, such as scheduling or administering
discipline (Louisiana Department of Education [LDOE], 2010). With responsibilities
such as these, school counselors do not have adequate time to focus on implementing the
ASCA National Model. School resources are needed to help distribute such inappropriate
duties to other faculty and staff members. In addition, implementing the ASCA National
Model requires financial resources be used to purchase materials needed. Without the
needed time and resources, the model cannot be successfully implemented in the school.
That school counselors negotiate adequate resources and divide model implementation
responsibilities with others is of utmost importance in ensuring the overall success of the
model (Lehr, 2002).
Another challenge to ASCA National Model implementation is the fact that many
school counselors do not have a great “understanding of educational data, knowledge
about evaluation, and ability to access research” (McGannon, 2007, p. 32). The ASCA
National Model does not include extensive information about data use, yet it calls for
school counselors to utilize data. This requires specific training and professional
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development for most school counselors before implementation can be successful.
Unfortunately, many counselors do not have time or money for such additional training
(McGannon, 2007). When this knowledge and understanding of data analysis is absent,
school counselors may find it difficult to fully implement the ASCA National Model.
Lastly, the creators of the ASCA National Model assumed that school counselors
have experience and training in teaching. The model includes classroom interventions,
identified as the delivery system. While some states require classroom experience for
school counselors, many states do not. Therefore, many school counselors are not
certified to teach and have little or no training in this area. These counselors are also at a
disadvantage for model implementation and acquire additional training, seek assistance,
or learn by trial and error (McGannon, 2007).
Benefits of ASCA National Model Implementation
While there are many barriers school counselors may need to overcome when
implementing the ASCA National Model, numerous advantages may also be realized.
The ASCA National Model benefits the school counseling profession, school counselors,
administrators, students, and the community. Some of the greatest benefits of the model
directly impact the students. The model ensures that school counseling programs are an
integral component of the academic mission for students, provide assistance for every
student, provide the knowledge and skills all students should attain, and provide a
comprehensive counseling program brought systematically to all students. The model
uses school data to help close achievement gaps, guarantee student success, and promote
equity of access for all students (“The ASCA National Model”, 2003).
9

Furthermore, a comprehensive school counseling program based on the ASCA
National Model also benefits parents and guardians, teachers, administrators, local school
boards and Departments of Education, school counselors, counselor educators, postsecondary education, student services personnel, and business, labor and industries in the
community (LDOE, 2010). Benefits for parents and guardians are important to the
mission of the ASCA National Model. Some of these benefits include: providing training
and workshops, providing partnerships in their students’ learning and career planning;
and providing valuable data on student progress.
Teachers reap the benefits of the ASCA National Model by helping increase
teamwork and collaboration between teachers and counselors, supporting the learning
environment, and providing a system for the co-teaching of classroom guidance lessons.
Some benefits for administrators include: monitoring data for school improvement and
providing a system for managing and evaluating the school counseling program. The
Boards and Departments of Education are also important to a school counseling program.
The ASCA National Model includes benefits for these stakeholders. Some of those
benefits include: demonstrating the need for certain levels of funding, articulating
appropriate credentials and staffing needs, and providing data about student achievement.
The benefits for school counselors are numerous: recognizing school counselors as
leaders in the school, helping ensure the school counseling programs’ contribution to the
overall mission of the school, and seeking to eliminate non-school-counseling activities.
There also are benefits for stakeholders outside of the school. Counselor educators
benefit from collaborating between counselor education programs and schools, having
ASCA Model sites for school counseling internships, and establishing alliances with
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other educator training programs. In post-secondary institutions, students are better
prepared for advanced educational opportunities and are motivated to seek a wide range
of post-secondary options. Student services personnel also benefit from collaboration and
team building to help ensure individual student success and collaboration for school and
community resources. Finally, the community may experience a greater connection
between business, industry, and labor to students and families and increased opportunities
for community stakeholders to participate in the school counseling program. Overall, a
wealth of evidence is available supporting the many positive benefits of implementing the
ASCA National Model, both within the members of the school community and beyond
the school walls (LDOE, 2010).
The ASCA National Model also emphasizes efficiency and effectiveness by
calling for counselors to use evidence-based practices in their counseling programs. This
can benefit the school counseling program and school counselors as they strive to prove
their effectiveness. The model includes standards of evaluation for which school
counselors can compare their programs (Schwallie-Giddis, Ter Maat, & Pak, 2003). This
data is important to the counseling profession. School counselors must become a valuable
part of education reform efforts in order to be included in the equation for improving
education. If not, school counselors may be counted as unimportant and suffer a
reduction in positions. Therefore, focus on demonstrating effectiveness is imperative for
school counselors.
A final benefit is that many schools already implement at least parts of this model.
Some schools deliver school guidance curriculum, individual student planning,
responsive services, or support systems. Others use ASCA National Standards and focus
11

on academic, career, and person/social domains. With many states having some version
of a comprehensive developmental guidance model installed, a framework is already in
place for a relatively easy transition from the state model to the ASCA National Model
(Schwallie-Giddis et al., 2003).
Statement of the Problem
The current state of readiness to implement the ASCA National Model, based on
the perceptions of administrators and school counselors regarding readiness, and the areas
in which additional growth is needed to implement the model are all unknown.
According to Coll and Freeman (1997), worker role conflict may be defined as
“dealing with many conflicting messages and expectations from work superiors, peers,
and constituents” (p. 252). When workers experience role conflict, it often leads to
problems such as decreased effectiveness on the job and a lowered job commitment (Coll
& Feeman, 1997). In addition, researchers suggest that role conflict leads to decreased
job satisfaction for school counselors (Cervoni & DeLucia-Waack, 2011; DeMato &
Curcio, 2004). Role conflict has particularly been a problem for the school counseling
profession since its inception. Currently many school counselor training programs teach
the ASCA National Model: A Framework for School Counseling Programs (Wilkerson &
Eschbach, 2009). While this is deemed as the model program for school counseling,
school administrators are the individuals who shape the role of the school counselors on a
local level (Dahir, 2000a). Therefore, preparation and training in the model does not
always align with what is actually performed in the role of the school counselor.
Unfortunately many school administrators assume that school counselors should perform
duties that are not identified in the ASCA National Model such as administering tests,
12

maintaining student records, and coordinating special education services (Bardhoshi &
Duncan, 2009). This results in an environment of confusion, conflict, and stress (Lambie
& Williamson, 2004).
The ASCA National Model was developed in 2003 to help eliminate role
ambiguity for counselors by clearly defining roles and guidelines for school counselors.
In the last 10 years there has been a great deal of research on various topics relating to the
ASCA National Model. Numerous variables such as gender, number of years of
experience in schools, student-to-counselor ratio, grade level of school, age, school role,
and others related to this research are highlighted later in chapter 2. Overall, very few
research studies have been published to evaluate the readiness of school districts to
implement the ASCA National Model.
No school district is immune to role ambiguity. The problem is that the current
state of readiness to implement the ASCA National Model, the current perception of
administrators and school counselors regarding readiness, and the areas in which
additional growth is needed to implement the model are all unknown. Evaluating the
readiness of the district to implement the model may help to better equip counselors as
they continue to strive for educational excellence. The ASCA National Model is
“comprehensive in scope, preventive in design and developmental in nature” (ASCA,
2012, p. xii). Therefore, full implementation of the ASCA National Model will help
diminish any confusion about roles and will benefit all parties involved, including
counselors, administrators, teachers, and students. In order to implement the plan
successfully, the district must evaluate where it currently stands and in what areas
additional work is needed in order to achieve full implementation of the model.
13

Research Questions
1. What are counselors’ perceptions of the readiness of their school district to
implement the ASCA National Model as measured by The ASCA National Model
District Readiness Survey, Revised?
2. What are administrators’ perceptions of the readiness of their school district to
implement the ASCA National Model as measured by The ASCA National Model
District Readiness Survey, Revised?
3. Is there a significant difference between administrator and counselor perceptions
of district readiness across the seven factors of the ASCA National Model District
Readiness Survey?
4. What variable or combination of the following variables accounts for the greatest
amount of variance in the overall district readiness level to implement the ASCA
National Model: highest degree of education, age, student-to-counselor ratio,
years of total experience in schools, years of counseling and/or administrative
experience, gender, ethnicity, grade level of school, and school role.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to compare administrators’ and school counselors’
perceptions of district readiness to implement the ASCA National Model. This research
may provide valuable information for both counselors and administrators. Evaluating the
readiness of the district to implement the model may help the administration to better
equip counselors as they continue to strive for educational excellence. Using these data,
the staff can develop an action plan that identifies strategies, interventions,
responsibilities, and timelines to help successfully implement the ASCA National Model.
14

This support, guidance, and accountability could help counselors in model
implementation.
Definition of Terms
Administrator is defined as an individual that served in the principal or assistant principal
role at an elementary, middle, or high school.
ASCA National Model is a document developed by the ASCA to help guide and direct
school counselors as they develop and implement a comprehensive school
counseling program. According to ASCA (2012), the Model “outlines the
components of a comprehensive school counseling program” (p. xii): foundation,
management, delivery, and accountability. The ASCA Model also incorporates
four themes: leadership, advocacy, collaboration, and systemic change.
Comprehensive Guidance and Counseling Program is defined, for the purpose of this
study, as a school guidance program implementing the ASCA National Model.
Grade Level of School is defined by the researcher as elementary, middle, or high school,
and is based on the home base school at which the school counselor or
administrator is serving. Elementary encompasses Grades PreK-6 with some
schools housing Grades PreK-3 only and others Grades PreK-6. Middle school
encompasses a wide range of grades including Grades 4-8, with schools housing
various grades. High school encompasses Grades 9-12.
Perceived Level of Readiness for the purposes of this study is defined as the perceptions
of school counselors and administrators of St. Tammany Parish concerning level
of the school district readiness to implement the ASCA National Model. These
15

perceptions were defined as scores on the ASCA National Model DRS. There
were three levels of readiness previously defined using this survey.
a) Ready is the term used to describe perceived level of district’s counselor and
administrator readiness when the scores on each of the seven readiness indicators
and/or overall ranged from 3.5-5.0.
b) Minimally Ready is the term used to describe perceived level of district’s
counselor and administrator readiness based on their scores on each of the seven
readiness indicators and/or overall ranged from 2.5-3.4.
c) Not Ready is the term used to describe perceived level of district’s counselor and
administrator readiness when their scores on each of the seven indicators and/or
overall ranged from 1.0-2.4.
Professional School Counselor is defined as an individual that served in the school
counselor role at an elementary, middle, or high school.
Readiness Indicators are the seven aspects of the readiness scale (Carey, Harrity, &
Dimmit, 2005).
a) Community Support is the “school and local community members’ knowledge and
value of school counseling programs” (Carey et al., 2005, p. 2). This readiness
indicator has nine items with a possible score range of 9-45 on the ASCA
National Model District Readiness Survey, Revised [DRS-R] community support
section. The higher the score the higher the reported level of community support.
b) Leadership is the “availability, knowledge, beliefs, and skills of superintendents,
principals, and guidance directors” (Carey et al., 2005, p. 2). This readiness
indicator includes nine items with a possible score range of 9-45 on the DRS
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leadership section. The higher the score the higher the reported level of
leadership.
c) Guidance Curriculum identifies the “existence and use of a formal National
Standards-based guidance curriculum as well as integration with existing state and
district guidance curriculum standards as specified in the National Model” (Carey
et al., 2005, p. 2). This readiness indicator has 4 items with a possible score range
of 4-20 on the DRS guidance curriculum section. The higher the score the higher
the reported level of guidance curriculum aligned with the ASCA model.
d) Staffing/Time Use concerns “school counselor workloads and time use that are
conductive to effective National Model implementation” (Carey et al., 2005, p. 2).
This readiness indicator included 3 items with a possible score range of 3-15 on
the DRS staffing/time use section. The higher the score the higher the reported
level of staffing/time use aligned with the ASCA model.
e) School Counselors’ Beliefs and Attitudes “reflect the congruity of school
counselors’ beliefs and attitudes with the goals and modes of practice suggested
by the ASCA National Model” (Carey et al., 2005, p. 2). This readiness indicator
included 6 items with a possible score range of 6-30 on the DRS-R school
counselors’ beliefs and attitudes section. The higher the score the higher the
reported level of school counselors’ and attitudes that align with the ASCA
model.
f) School Counselors’ Skills are concerned with the “skills needed by school
counselors to enact activities specified in the ASCA National Model delivery,
management, and accountability systems” (Carey et al., 2005, p. 2). This
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readiness indicator included 10 items with a possible score range of 10-50 on the
DSR school counselor’s skills section. The higher the score the higher the
reported level of school counselor skills that align with the ASCA model.
g) District Resources “reflect the district’s ability to provide resources, materials,
and support necessary for ASCA National Model implementation” (Carey et al.,
2005, p. 2). This readiness indicator included 5 items with a possible score range
of 5-25 on the DRS-R district resources section. The higher the score the higher
the reported level of district resources possible for use for ASCA model
implementation.
Student to Counselor Ratio is defined by the researcher as the number of students
served by each counselor. This may include students at more than one school
if a counselor travels to various locations.
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LITERATURE REVIEW

The purpose of chapter 2 was to document previous research and its relevance to
this study. The areas evaluated in this chapter include: (a) development and practice of
school counseling, (b) ASCA, (c) the development of ASCA National Standards, (d) the
ASCA National Model, and (e) school readiness and preparedness for implementing the
ASCA National Model. Within each of these broad categories, numerous sub-topics were
reviewed and discussed in detail.
Development and Practice of School Counseling
The early purpose of guidance and counseling programs was to focus on the
social, economic, and educational problems being faced by students. These programs
were designed to help students become better prepared for the workplace, find purpose
for their education by choosing a vocation, and help change school methods and
organization. Placing vocational guidance counselors in schools across the country was a
way to begin accomplishing these program goals. These early counselors began teaching
vocational guidance through the English curriculum and developed a set of topics to be
covered in Grades 7-12 (Gysbers & Henderson, 2006). From this humble beginning, the
practice of school counseling has greatly expanded over the years due to school
counseling advocates, such as the ASCA.
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The Beginning of the School Counseling Movement
A prominent figure in the developmental years of school counseling programs
was Frank Parsons. Parsons is widely recognized with starting the vocational guidance
movement and often is referred to as the father of guidance for his efforts (Lambie &
Williamson, 2004). Parsons stressed the scientific approach and students’ transition from
school to work. Among his many early contributions was the establishment of The Civic
Service House, which opened in 1901. The House was a place where Parsons gave free
advice regarding career choices to young men (Davis, 1969; Parsons, 2005). The Boston
Vocational Bureau was later established in 1908 as an outgrowth of this work at the Civil
Service House (Gysbers & Henderson, 2006).
In May of 1908, Parsons issued an important report in which the term “vocational
guidance” appeared in print for the first time. The report focused on the idea that trained
vocational guidance counselors should become a part of every school system. In 1909
Parsons continued to solidify his ideas of guidance through the publication of his book,
Choosing a Vocation. Parsons emphasized three factors in choosing a vocation which still
hold true today. These include: “(1) clear self-understanding of one’s aptitudes, abilities,
interests, resources, and limitations; (2) knowledge of the requirements, advantages,
disadvantages, and compensation for different types of employment; and (3) an
understanding of the relationship between these two groups of facts” (Schmidt, 1999, p.
8). Parsons’ ideologies provided the building blocks for rapid growth in the vocational
guidance movement throughout the United States (Ginn, 1924; Gysbers & Henderson,
2006). The first National Conference on Vocational Guidance held in 1910 and the
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formation of the National Vocational Guidance Association in 1913 were due largely to
the work begun by Parsons.
The Early Role of School Counselors
During the early 1900’s, guidance counselors were often classroom teachers that
took over the counselor role. Most of these individuals were not relieved of any of their
other duties, and most were not compensated for their counseling work (Ginn, 1924;
Gysbers, 2001; Schimmel, 2008). Two differing philosophies regarding vocational
guidance emerged during this time. The first was developed by David Snedden and
Charles Prosser and focused on “social efficiency” (Gysbers & Henderson, 2006, p. 5).
Their perspective found work preparation to be an extremely important factor. The social
efficiency model focused on helping students determine what work they would do and
preparing them to go to the job market. Furthermore, the model directed non-academic
students into required labor force roles for which they were deemed to be best suited.
This perspective also supported the idea that approximately 80% of students were not
academically inclined and, therefore, should not focus on academics. Finally, the idea
focused on training students in trade specific skills and preparing them to meet labor
force needs (Hyslop-Margison, 2000).
The second philosophy of vocational guidance was much different. George
Hubert Mead, John Dewey, and Frank Leavitt developed a philosophy focused on the
need for change in industry. Their approach emphasized that students should be prepared
to make informed education and work decisions (Gysbers & Henderson, 2006). In this
perspective, vocational guidance was viewed as a part of a comprehensive curriculum for
students to help them expand their occupational options, rather than simply fulfilling
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anticipated work force needs (Hyslop-Margison, 2000). The team of researchers believed
that, with the help of vocational guidance counselors, students could make positive
changes in industry (Gysbers & Henderson, 2006).
The Rise of the Testing Movement
As the guidance movement was developing, so too was the psychometric
movement. In 1905, Alfred Binet and Theodore Simon created a scale in Paris, France, to
be used to help in student classification in educational systems (Baker, 2000; Lambie &
Williamson, 2004). This was the beginning of the popularization of what is known as
intelligence testing. During World War I in 1917, intelligence tests were administered to
young men in order to quickly classify them for government military purposes. In
addition, vocational guidance counselors began to use testing to help determine students’
strengths, weaknesses, and interests. These tests were viewed as objective and predictive,
as well as helpful in classifying and placing students. In a time period when there was no
uniform guidance program, the use of tests provided counselors with a guide that was
both precise and scientific (Baker, 2000). Further, due to the early success of these
instruments, psychometrics became an accepted practice in schools and is still a part of
school counseling today as counselors are able to use more objective estimates to
determine the best course of treatment for the students they serve and the problems with
which they present.
Counselors and Mental Health
In the early part of the 20th Century, as the guidance and psychometric
movements were emerging, so too was the mental health movement. Sigmund Freud
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began to draw attention with his psychoanalytic ideas. His focus on individual
development and the influence of the mind on one’s mental health became popular in
treating mental illness. As a result of the work of this time period, people became
interested in the early years of an individual’s life and the development of personality.
This newfound interest in healthy adjustment influenced early school guidance
counselors (Baker, 2000). Guidance counselors were now putting a strong focus on
therapeutic intervention in both emotional issues of young children and activities from
the everyday lives of children (Wright, 2011).
Lack of Role Clarity
In the 1920s and 1930s, the guidance movement continued to grow. However,
there seemed to be a lack of clarity and consistency regarding the role of school
counselors. Several models with various focuses were used, but there was not an overall
sense of unity in the profession. One of these models being used was the Services Model
of Guidance and Counseling (Gysbers & Henderson, 2006). This model included
distinctive specialists that worked together to provide an array of guidance services to
students. These specialists often included attendance officers, school nurses, and school
physicians. Despite the inclusion of many individuals in the guidance process, the fact
that the role of guidance counselors was being shaped in large part by administrators
instead of solely counselors was becoming quite evident (Baker, 2000). Gradually,
counselors were beginning to be given additional administrative responsibilities. This
often occurred because the counselor’s time appeared more open from specific time
assignments with students than that of the classroom teacher. Many counselors
demonstrated proficiency in administrative tasks, thus they would naturally be assigned
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one administrative duty after another. Eventually, the counselor came to be seen as an
individual who filled an administrative role. For counselors to truly practice in a manner
consistent with their professional training, both administrators and counselors would need
to be on the same page regarding counselor roles and expectations. (Baker, 2000;
Gysbers, 2001; Gysbers & Henderson, 2006).
Carl Rogers Influence
During the 1940s, Carl Rogers had a great impact on the field of counseling
(Baker, 2000; Lambie & Williamson, 2004; Wittmer, 2000). Rogers’ book, Counseling
and Psychotherapy: New Concepts in Practice, focused on a very different approach to
counseling than was espoused in Freud’s psychoanalytic therapy (Lambie & Williamson,
2004). Rogers put the emphasis on individuals rather than on their problems. He
centralized his theory on the counseling relationship, the counseling climate, and
individuals being able to learn to work through their own problems as they arose (Baker,
2000). Rogerian therapy impacted guidance by considering clients as “people rather than
problems” (Super, 1955, p.6). This new approach moved school counselors toward being
more eclectic rather than strictly directive (Baker, 2000). Counselors could now view
students as individuals and not solely the sum of all of their problems and issues.
Moreover, due to Rogers’ work, the term “guidance” began to be replaced with the term
“counseling” with the understanding that both terms include guidance activities (Lambie
& Williamson, 2004).
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Development of Professional Organizations
The 1950s and 1960s brought further development to the field of counseling. In
1952, the ASCA was formed (Schimmel, 2008). ASCA provided school counselors with
an organization that would provide support, education, and unity to the profession. In
addition, this period brought the first school counseling journal of ASCA. This resource
provided school counselors with much needed educational support. Articles in the journal
helped to inform school counselors of the latest advances in practice and teach new
techniques and interventions to use with children in the schools. This period after World
War II was a boom era in school counseling due to the increased school enrollments. This
demand brought an increase in the number of students training to be school counselors. In
these training programs, the curriculum focused on counseling relationships as well as
record keeping, student placement after graduation, and dissemination of information
(Baker, 2000; Lambie & Williamson, 2004).
Governmental Influence and Initiatives
In 1957, an unlikely event contributed to an increase in the money and attention
given to the field of school counseling (Lambie & Williamson, 2004; Wittmer, 2000).
The advances in space exploration made by the Russians, culminating with the launching
of the Sputnik satellite, led to the United States feeling extreme pressure and becoming
alarmed about the necessity to stay ahead of the Russians in the race for space
exploration (Schmidt, 1999). In response to the launch, the United States passed the
National Defense Education Act (NDEA). Part of this legislation aimed to train high
school counselors to identify and guide students that excelled in math and science. The
goal was for these students to become future technological innovators. The funds from
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NDEA also supported college and university school counseling training programs
(Gysbers & Henderson, 2006; Lambie & Williamson, 2004; Wittmer, 2000). This
training was intended to improve the qualifications of counselors who were going to be
working with students in secondary schools (Flattau, Brecken, Bandeh-Ahmadi, Cruz, &
Sullivan, 2006).
There were five issues that were emphasized in the NDEA initiative to train
school counselors: “(1) determinism and a free society; (2) mental health and individual
responsibility; (3) basic science and supervised practice; (4) teaching and counseling; and
(5) the role of the school counselor” (Gysbers & Henderson, 2006, p. 16). Issues four and
five address how counselors are to function in schools. Counselor services were thought
to be adjunct to those of a classroom teacher. In regards to roles, counselors were taught
that their roles should be self-determined and distinctive to the setting. Furthermore, there
was a greater emphasis placed on group and individual counseling with less emphasis on
occupational and educational information (Gysbers & Henderson, 2006).
In 1959, Conant wrote The American High School Today. In this book, he
recommended a counselor to student ratio of 1 to 200-300 students. Conant’s belief was
that all students should have access to a counselor, and in light of his ratio proposal, new
funding and services were added to the field over the next decade. For example, in 1961
counseling services were extended to middle school students, and in 1964 there were
legislative amendments made to the NDEA to include elementary schools in the list of
recipients of funding for school counselors (Baker, 2000). Funding was also given to
guidance and counseling through the Elementary and Secondary Education Act in 1965
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and the Vocational and Education Act Amendments in 1968 (Lambie & Williamson,
2004).
Another advancement during this time period was the Interprofessional Research
Commission on Pupil Personnel Services (IRCOPPS), created by the U.S. Office of
Education. IRCOPPS viewed guidance and counseling as a life long service. IRCOPPS
wanted to help individuals from preschool age to retirement age by assisting them in
expanding their self-direction. Counselors were seen as occupying the broader position
under pupil personnel services in school (Gysbers & Henderson, 2006). Depending on the
school, counselors were expected to provide services such as “orientation, individual
inventory or appraisal, counseling, information, placement and follow-up” (Gysbers &
Henderson, 2006, p.17).
In 1962, another resource shaped the growth of guidance counseling. The
Counselor in a Changing World, written by C. Gilbert Wrenn, continued the emphasis
begun by the IRCOPPS on the work of the school counselor (Gysbers & Henderson,
2006; Schmidt, 1999). Wrenn’s influence was paramount to the growth of guidance
counseling. He concluded that school counselors should spend the majority of their time
counseling students and consulting with teachers, administrators, and parents. He also
believed counselors should invest time evaluating and interpreting students as well as
coordinating counseling resources within and outside of the school. (Gysbers &
Henderson, 2000, 2006).
According to Gysbers and Henderson (2006), the 1970s brought a heightened
interest in “career development theory, research, and practice as well as in career
guidance and career education, their educational manifestations” (Gysbers & Henderson,
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2006, p. 20). There also was great interest in various educational movements and in the
development of systemic comprehensive approaches to guidance and counseling. In
1971, Norman C. Gysbers assisted each state in developing models for implementing
placement programs, career guidance, and counseling in local schools (Gysbers &
Henderson, 2006). As a result, the majority of the counseling legislation during this time
period focused on career education, highlighted by the Career Education Incentive Act of
1976 and the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (Erford, 2003). The
outcry in the 1970s for accountability in guidance and counseling was important to future
of school counseling. The accountability for counselors during this time was tied to
funding, thus school counselors needed to prove their effectiveness in order to be able to
provide the services they deemed necessary for students (Baker, 2001; Erford, 2003).
The 1980s to Present
More recently, there have been continued developments in counseling beginning
in the 1980s and continuing to the present. One of those developments was the focus on
the program of school counseling rather than the position of school counseling (Gysbers,
1990; Gysbers & Henderson, 2006). This change from position to program represented a
major paradigm shift for school counselors. The focus began to be placed on school
counseling programs and their ability to address the needs of students. To some degree,
school counselors were given the task of designing and developing their own counseling
programs. Eventually, this became a foundational aspect of their role (Schimmel, 2008).
This time period initially brought a shift from the services model to one that focused on
developmental comprehensive guidance programs (Gysbers & Henderson, 2006).
Legislation important to the time period included the Carl. D. Perkins Vocational
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Education Act of 1984, the School-to-Work Opportunities Act of 1994, and the
Elementary School Counseling Demonstration Act of 1995 (Erford, 2003; Gysbers &
Henderson, 2006; Paisley & Borders, 1995). These legislative initiatives provided vital
support for guidance and counseling by providing funding and recognition to school
counseling programs. The pivotal turning point was ASCA’s proposed National
Standards for school counseling in 1997. The key focus of these proposed standards was
on shifting the emphasis from counselors to the counseling programs they administered
(Baker, 2000).
ASCA (2009) took a position on the defining of professional school counselors.
They concluded that school counselors should be certified/licensed educators with a
minimum of a master’s degree in school counseling. Professional school counselors must
also meet the state certification/licensure standards and are to uphold the ethical and
professional standards of professional counseling associations. In addition, school
counselors are to promote equity and rigorous education for all students through
leadership, advocacy, and collaboration. Ultimately, according to ASCA, school
counselors are to develop a school counseling program based on the ASCA National
Model: foundation, delivery, management, and accountability (ASCA, 2009).
As the 21st century approached, strides were still being made in the field of school
counseling. According to Gysbers and Henderson (2006), “the work of developing,
implementing, and evaluating comprehensive guidance and counseling programs in the
schools has intensified and been expanded” (p. 26). In response, in 1997, ASCA
published Sharing the Vision: The National Standards for School Counseling Programs,
and in 2003 they published The ASCA National Model. Additionally, legislation for
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guidance and counseling continued to be important federally and on the state level during
this time. Many states continued to focus on the development, implementation, and
evaluation of comprehensive guidance programs (Gysbers & Henderson, 2006).
The 21st Century brought about a greater focus on developing, implementing, and
evaluating comprehensive school counseling programs. In addition, there were varying
opinions on where school counselors should focus their attention: academic, career, or
personal/social issues. There was also an increased focus and renewed sense of urgency
regarding accountability for school counseling programs. Several states implemented
evaluations that were designed to determine the effectiveness of the school counseling
program and to help the school counselor make positive changes (ASCA, 2012). School
counseling began as an ancillary model, then moved to a more direct services model, and
eventually to its current formation as a data driven model.
Despite the many positive advancements throughout the history of school
counseling, a disturbingly common theme has been the lack of role clarity. According to
Ballard and Murgatroyd (1999), “school counselors must be clear and aggressive in
defining their roles and functions” (p. 20). In addition, Paisley and Borders (1995)
reported continued confusion and controversy about the role of the school counselors
despite a wealth of reports, articles, and research. More recently, Wingfield, Reese, and
West-Olatunji (2010) concluded that “there has been longstanding concern about school
counselor because their roles have changed rapidly and significantly in response to
societal trends” (p. 114). This has often led to misunderstandings and conflicting ideas
about counselor roles (Wingfield et al., 2010). Unfortunately, the lack of role clarity is
still pervasive in many schools.
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Related Research
Coll and Freeman (1997) conducted a study with ASCA members who were
currently serving as professional school counselors. The goals of the study were to
evaluate school counselor role conflict and to evaluate elementary school counselor
perceptions of role conflict as compared to middle and high school counselors. The
researchers found that elementary school counselors reported higher levels of role
conflict than middle and high school counselors. Also, they reported that barriers, such as
authority figures, politics, and lack of funds, make it more difficult for elementary school
counselors to accomplish their assigned roles. All three groups exhibited higher than
average role overload, and there was significantly greater incongruency with elementary
school counselors than the other two groups studied. Ultimately, the researchers provided
more supporting evidence that role conflict is prevalent among school counselors.
According to Ballard and Muratroyd (1999) “the literature suggests that it is not
only students who may suffer from poorly defined school counseling programs, but the
very profession itself” (p. 21). The counselor position is oftentimes one in which new
duties are assigned only as they arise within the school. As a result, many teachers,
students, and parents are unclear about the roles and responsibilities of the school
counselor (Bynum et al., 2007). The concept of school counselors and administrators
working together is not new as many school counselors already serve in leadership roles.
However, administrators sometimes struggle to view counselors as leaders due to their
traditional roles and functions. Researchers also indicate that administrators sometimes
ask counselors to perform roles for which they are untrained and are not a part of their
counseling duties (Reese et al., 2010). “Despite their lack of role definition, school
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counselors who embrace the tenants of leadership and advocacy, defining their own role
sand directing their own skills in appropriate directions are in key position to be at the
vanguard of educational reform” (The College Board National Office for School
Counselor Advocacy [NOSCA], 2011, p.10).
According to Schwallie-Giddis et al., (2003, p. 170) “leadership is defined as the
ability to lead; the capacity to be a leader.” The National Standards for School
Counseling Programs encourage school counselors to provide advocacy and leadership
needed to promote school success for every student (House & Hayes, 2002). Leadership
is also a vital element in the ASCA’s National Model (Schwallie-Giddis et al., 2003). It is
clear that the school administrator is the school leader and the person ultimately
responsible for the success of the school. However, good leaders share responsibility with
others, thus creating a leadership team. If counselors become a part of this vital
leadership team they will affect student learning and overall school success (Douet &
Esters, 2001). “When principals and counselors can work effectively together, their
efforts stand a far better chance of making a difference and helping all students achieve”
(Finkelstein, 2009, p. 1).
Bardhoshi and Duncan (2009) conducted a study involving the perceptions of
rural school principals on the school counselor’s role. The top five rated tasks included
crisis intervention; peer relationship, coping strategies, and effective social skills;
individual counseling; assisting the school principal with identifying and resolving
student issues, needs, and problems; and consultation, collaboration, and teaming. The
researchers’ analysis of the principals’ perceptions revealed a positive view of the school
counselor roles and duties. Some inappropriate tasks were still viewed as important, but
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this information provides valuable insight on what changes may be needed in schools
overall (Bardhoshi & Duncan, 2009). Relatedly, Baker (2000) suggests that principals
are continuing to delegate non-counseling duties due to convenience, cost effectiveness,
and a history of performing these duties.
Perusse, Goodnough, Donegan, and Jones (2004) conducted a study regarding the
perceptions of school counselors and school principals concerning the National Standards
for school counseling. They found that there was no clear agreement on tasks deemed
appropriate by school counselors and principals. The research showed that the tasks that
were highly endorsed by the school principals were also the most frequently performed
inappropriate tasks by school counselors. This finding supports the belief that school
principals directly influence the tasks performed by school counselors. In addition, the
researchers showed that most school principals continue to believe that counselors should
perform tasks such as registration and scheduling of all new students; administering
cognitive, aptitude, and achievement tests; and maintaining student records. According to
Coy (1999, p. 7) “the school counselor has the skills and knowledge for providing
counseling, coordination, guidance, and referrals within the total framework of the
education system.” Subsequently, the continued practice of principals assigning
counselors to clerical tasks is a gross misuse of their knowledge and education (Coy,
1999).
Roles of School Counselors and Administrators
According to Finkelstein (2009), although principals and school counselors both
aim to improve student outcomes, their roles and responsibilities within the school setting
differ. ASCA (2013) gives the responsibility of students’ academic, career, and
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personal/social growth to the school counselor, and provides definition to the counselor’s
role in that process. The school counselor’s role is to “address students’ academic,
personal/social and career development needs by designing, implementing, evaluating,
and enhancing a comprehensive school counseling program that promotes and enhances
student success” (ASCA, 2012, p.ii). In addition, school counselors promote equity and
access to rigorous educational experiences for all students through leadership, advocacy,
and collaboration. ASCA also concludes that the school counselors’ role is to adhere to
the ethical and professional standards of ASCA and develop school counseling programs
based on the ASCA National Model (ASCA, 2013). Ultimately, the role of a school
counselor is the pursuit of one paramount goal, to promote the success of all students
(Perusse et al., 2004).
The role of an administrator is quite different than that of a school counselor.
Administrators are responsible for everything that occurs at the school, and the success of
a school ultimately falls on them. As such, everything that happens in a school is the
administrators’ responsibility (Lieberman, 2004). This responsibility creates a job
environment of high stress and long work hours. It is the responsibility of an
administrator to make sure all students learn and are successful (Chenoweth & Theokas,
2012). This responsibility is fulfilled through the successful execution of multiple roles:
instructional leadership, organizational management, internal relations, and external
relations. These roles exist in addition to the day-to-day administrative demands of the
job (White, Brown, Hunt, & Klostermann, 2011)
Though the overarching goal of the counselor and administrator is the same, their
responsibility in achieving this goal is very different. The counselors are responsible for
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their specific job duties and are only held accountable for their tasks within the school,
including the effectiveness of the school counseling program. Their position requires
them to focus on aspects of students’ success that can be impacted by their job duties
(ASCA, 2012). Administrators are the school leaders responsible for everything that
takes place in the school (Esters, 2001). They are held accountable for their tasks, as well
as the actions of all school employees. As such, the administrator has a much greater role
in the school, and this role shapes how he/she must approach all schools programs and
situations. The school administrator must focus on every aspect of the school and how
every endeavor helps the school and its students achieve success (Stronge, 2013; Lynch,
2012). To explain figuratively, school administrators serve in a role as that of the
“President of the United States”, while the counselor serves in a role as the “town
mayor”. Both positions focus on students and their success. However, the scope of the
job and what the job entails is much larger for the administrator. Because of this
dichotomy, school counselors can focus their time and efforts completely on student
outcomes, while administrators focus on a much broader picture: student outcomes,
staffing issues, building maintenance, finances, alumni and community support, state
department of education, testing, and the like.
American School Counseling Association (ASCA)
In 1953, ASCA was formed as a division of the American Personnel and
Guidance Association (APGA). APGA later became the American Counseling
Association (ACA; Schimmel, 2008). To this date, ASCA remains a division of ACA;
however, one does not have to be a member of ACA to join ASCA. Despite this
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continued relationship, ASCA conducts its own national conferences and has its own
publications.
ASCA’s mission statement is to “represent professional school counselors and to
promote professionalism and ethical practices” (ASCA, 2013). ASCA aims to expand the
profession of counseling and its influence through advocacy, leadership, collaboration,
and systemic change. ASCA seeks to help school counselors provide better assistance to
students in many ways (ASCA, 2012). One of the first valuable means to equip school
counselors in the profession was the development of their first professional journal, the
School Counselor, in 1953 (Lambie & Williamson, 2004). As the profession grew,
ASCA continued to provide professional development opportunities through state and
national conferences, workshops, and, more recently, valuable web-based information.
According to Lambie and Williamson (2004), “ASCA provided the profession of school
counseling with professional development strategies, research, resources, and advocacy
promoting the profession’s identity” (p. 127). ASCA also provides a set of professional
and ethical standards for school counselors. In addition, ASCA is actively involved in
promoting school counselors and school counseling programs through lobbying for
legislative change (ASCA, 2012). A recent example of such lobbying is the annual
appropriations for the Elementary and Secondary School Counseling Program (ESSCP).
This program aims to improve school safety and increase academic achievement by
helping school districts to establish or expand their counseling services. The funding
allows schools to hire state licensed or certified school social workers, school counselors,
and school psychologists (ASCA, n.d.).
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There have been many additional contributions of ASCA as well. One of the
greatest of these came in 1997 with the development of The National Standards for
School Counseling Programs. These standards provided a framework for developing and
writing a school counseling program (Campbell & Dahir, 1997). The standards focus on
what students should know and understand in three interrelated areas: academic, career,
and personal/social development.
Another great contribution occurred in 2003 when ASCA published the ASCA
National Model: A Framework for School Counseling Programs. This model provided a
comprehensive approach to school counseling programs. This model was built upon the
principles of the ASCA National Standards (ASCA, 2005). For the first time, schools
across the nation would have a common plan for school counseling programs (ASCA,
2003). Over the years, ASCA has indeed had a tremendous effect on the development of
the school counseling profession (Burnham & Jackson, 2000).
ASCA National Standards
In the 1990s school counselors were facing the challenge of helping prepare
students to meet academic standards that were higher than ever before, and helping them
to become productive members of society. To assist with these challenges, ASCA began
supporting a set of clearly defined roles for school counselors, and accepted the
responsibility of developing National Standards for school counselors in July 1994. As a
result of this effort, the ASCA National Standards for School Counseling Programs was
published in 1997 (Campbell & Dahir, 1997). According to Campbell and Dahir (1997),
“the standards address program content and the knowledge, attitudes, and skill
competencies that all students will develop as a result of participating in a school
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counseling program” (p. 3). These standards provide public declaration of what students
should demonstrate as a result of participating in a school counseling program,
characterize what a school counseling program should encompass, provide a structural
tool to identify and prioritize the elements of a quality school counseling program, and
guarantee equal access to school counseling programs for all students (Campbell &
Dahir, 1997; Erford, 2003). The standards are included in the table below.

The National Standards for school counseling programs
Academic Development
 Standard A: Students will acquire the attitudes, knowledge, and skills that contribute
to effective learning in school and across the life span.
 Standard B: Students will complete school with the academic preparation essential to
choose from a wide range of substantial postsecondary options, including college.
 Standard C: Students will understand the relationship of academics to the world of
work, and to life at home and in the community.
Career Development
 Standard A: Students will acquire skills to investigate the world of work in relation to
knowledge of self and to make informed career decisions.
 Standard B: Students will employ strategies to achieve future career success and
satisfaction.
 Standard C: Students will understand the relationship between personal qualities,
education and training, and the world of work.
Personal/Social Development
 Standard A: Students will acquire the attitudes, knowledge, and interpersonal skills to
help them understand and respect self and others.
 Standard B: Students will make decisions, set goals, and take necessary action to
achieve goals.
 Standard C: Students will understand safety and survival skills (Campbell & Dahir,
1997, p.17).
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The National Standards for School Counseling Programs addressed students from
pre-kindergarten through 12th grade. They focused on three main areas: academic
development, career development, and person/social development (Campbell & Dahir,
1997). According to Campbell and Dahir, 1997, “The National Standards for School
Counseling Programs provide a framework for developing and writing a school
counseling program, as well as a description of the components of a quality school
counseling program” (p. 4). In addition, ASCA concluded that the standards were to
provide a guide for districts around the country to use in developing, implementing, and
evaluating their counseling programs (Campbell & Dahir, 1997).
These new standards offered school counselors greater guidance and direction
than ever before. This guidance provided much improvement for the field of counseling
and provided counselors the direction for which they had been searching. Through the
development of the National Standards, counselors were given an opportunity to outline
the goals important to school counselors and to define the mission of the school
counseling programs. In addition, the National Standards gave counselors the tools
necessary to individualize counseling programs to fit individual students’ needs
(Campbell & Dahir, 1997; House & Hayes, 2002; Schwallie-Giddis, 2003). However,
these standards also came with an increased expectation of accountability for counselors.
The administrators and school district personnel had to being looking for evidence of
counselor contributions to the students’ academic achievements. Assessing the degree to
which students had gained the knowledge and skills, as defined by the standards, was the
new way of determining success for the school counselor (Campbell & Dahir, 1997;
Erford, 2003).
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Foster et al., (2005) examined the use of the National Standards by professional
school counselors. They addressed two specific questions. The first question addressed
the perceptions of school counselors regarding the importance of performing work
activities that promote students’ academic, career, and person/social development. The
second question addressed the frequency that school counselors performed work
activities that promoted academic, career, and personal/social development. The survey
was sent to 2,400 National Certified Counselors, which included all school counselors
that hold a National Certified Counselor (NCC) credential. The participants that
responded included 526 individuals that identified themselves as being employed as
school counselors. The participants represented all 50 states and the District of Columbia.
Participants completed a job analysis survey (JAS) of school counselors, which was
designed to determine the frequency and perceived importance of work behaviors
performed. The researchers found that the participants’ work activities were congruent
with the work activities determined to promote students’ academic development. In the
area of career development, the participants rated the items in this category from
somewhat important to rarely performed. The items determined by the expert panel to be
highly promoting to students’ personal/social development were rated by participants as
moderately important to very important. Thus, the researchers concluded that this study
indicates overall that school counselors consider their work important at promoting the
national standard areas: academic, career, and personal/social development. In addition,
they concluded that school counselors are carrying out the job responsibilities that
encourage students’ academic, career, and personal/social development in accordance to
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the National Standards for School Counseling Programs (Foster, Young, & Hermann,
2005).
The ASCA National Standards for School Counseling introduced the idea of a
common set of goals and ideas about school counseling. This was an improvement for
school counseling, and counselors were collaboratively focusing on specific academic,
career, and personal/social development. However, there was more work to be done. In
1998, ASCA published Vision into Action: Implementing the National Standards for
School Counseling Programs. This workbook was designed to help school districts and
counselors in the development and implementation of the National Standards (Dahir,
Sheldon, & Valiga, 1998). In 2001, several states began to develop their own
comprehensive counseling program, yet there was no national framework at this time.
This led to a great lack of consistency between school counseling programs across the
country and even between districts. Up to this point, only the content standards for
students’ academic, career, and personal/social development existed. In 2001, ASCA
determined that the next step was to develop a school counseling model that could be
used by states, school counselors, and districts to meet the needs of students. A
framework for a complete school counseling program was needed at that point, and
ASCA set out to develop that framework (Gysbers & Henderson, 2006).
ASCA National Model
In March 2001, ASCA agreed to begin work on a model that would help give
school counselors a better guide to use in order to develop a comprehensive school
counseling program. This model would later become known as the ASCA National
School Counseling Model (ASCA, 2003). The ASCA National Model was defined as “a
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comprehensive approach to program foundation, delivery, management and
accountability” (ASCA, 2003, p. 9). In 2003, the first edition of the ASCA National
Model was published. The second edition of the model was published in 2005 and the
most recent in 2012. Though there have been some changes, the basic ideas of the model
have remained the same.
The use of the ASCA National Model is intended to serve several purposes. The
first is to help school counseling evolve from a responsive services program that serve
only some students to a program to serve every student. The ASCA National Model
focuses on every student and helps them develop academically, personally, socially, and
to focus on careers after graduation. Next, the model helps to develop some consistency
between school counseling programs across the country. The model provides a
framework for counseling that all school counseling programs should include, however it
also provides some flexibility for school counselors to customize their school programs.
Perhaps most importantly, the ASCA National Model provides an avenue for school
counselors to establish themselves as crucial to academic achievement and student
success (ASCA, 2012).
The framework of a comprehensive school counseling program includes four
components: foundation, management, delivery, and accountability. These components
make up the structure of the ASCA National Model and are central to the success of a
comprehensive school counseling program. The first component, foundation, is the base
on which the rest of the program is developed and is built in a collaborative effort with
the staff, parents, and community. This establishes the focus of the comprehensive school
counseling program as being based on the academic, career, and personal/social needs of
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the students. The foundation includes three sections: program focus, student
competencies, and professional competencies. Program focus emphasizes the
establishment of the counselor’s personal beliefs. These beliefs will lead to a vision
statement, a mission statement, and finally the development of program goals and how
they will be measured. The student competencies section focuses on enhancing the
learning process for all students through academic, career, and personal/social
development. School counselors must consider state and district initiatives when
developing the mission and goals of this area. Lastly, the professional competencies
section emphasizes the knowledge, attitudes, and skills that school counselors need in
order to meet the rigorous demands of the profession. The ASCA Ethical Standards for
School Counselors is considered vital to the professional competencies (ASCA, 2012).
The next component of the framework of a comprehensive school counseling
program is management. Management provides organizational tools and assessments
designed to manage the comprehensive school counseling program. This component
includes numerous tools and assessments. The first two tools are the school counselor
competency and school counseling program assessments. These tools focus on evaluation
of the areas that need improvement in regards to the counselor skills and the program
activities. Next, the use of the time assessment tool aims to help counselors be aware of
the direct time spent with students as well as the time spent in indirect student activities,
which should total approximately 80% of the counselor’s workload. Annual agreements
are developed by school counselors and approved by administration addressing the
school counseling program goals for the academic year. Advisory councils are also a part
of the management of the counseling program and should include students, parents,
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teachers, administrators, community members, and the school counselors. This council
should review and make recommendations about the school counseling programs
activities and results.
The use of data also is important to the management of the school counseling
program. These data should be used to measure the results of the program and promote
change with the school system to see that every student graduates and is ready to begin a
career in their chosen field. Curriculum, small group and closing-the-gap action plans
include prevention, intervention, and developmental components that help measure the
student competencies and how they impact achievement, behavior, and attendance.
Lastly, annual and weekly calendars are important to help students, parents, teachers, and
administrators stay informed about the school counseling program activities. The
management component is a large part of a comprehensive school counseling program
and is vital to its success (ASCA, 2012).
The next component of a comprehensive school counseling program is delivery.
Delivery focuses on the actual implementation of the school counseling program. This
component includes both direct and indirect student services. Direct student services
consist of face-to-face interactions between school counselors and students. These
include the following: school counseling core curriculum, individual student planning,
and responsive services. The indirect services are the services performed on behalf of
students. These often include referrals, consultation, and collaboration. The delivery
component should make up about 80% of the school counselor’s time and is a very
important component to the success of the comprehensive school counseling program
(ASCA, 2012).
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The final component in the program is accountability. Accountability is designed
to help demonstrate the effectiveness of the school counseling program in measureable
terms. This helps answer the questions of effectiveness regarding the school counseling
program. The three main sections of this component are data analysis, program results,
and evaluation and improvement. Data analysis focuses on collecting data over time and
reviewing it to inform the school counselor about student needs and trends that affect the
school counseling program. Program results focus on analyzing school counseling
program results in order to ensure that the program is both effective and helpful in
making improvements. Lastly are the areas of evaluation and improvement, which focus
on four components. The first is the analysis of the school counselor’s strengths and
weaknesses by himself/herself. Second is the analysis of the school counseling program’s
strengths and weaknesses. Next is evaluation of the school counselor’s performance by
an administrator, and finally, the review of the program’s goals set in the beginning of
each year. Accountability is important to the ensured growth and continued progression
of the school counseling program (ASCA, 2012).
The ASCA National Model also incorporates four themes into its framework:
leadership, advocacy, collaboration, and systemic change. These themes should be
present throughout a comprehensive school counseling program and are in place to assist
school counselors in promoting student achievement. The first theme is leadership, which
focuses on the school counselor providing leadership in supporting academic
achievement, effective delivery of the comprehensive school counseling program,
promoting professional identity, and helping overcome challenges of role inconsistency.
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A school counselor might demonstrate leadership by encouraging and empowering others
to follow them in their role (ASCA, 2004).
The next theme in the model is advocacy. This element of the framework focuses
on school counselors advocating for students’ academic, career, and personal/social
development. Advocacy occurs throughout the academic career of the student. An
example of advocacy on the part of the school counselor would be to provide an
overview of the comprehensive school counseling program at a faculty meeting (ASCA,
2004).
The third theme is collaboration, which is instrumental to all school counselors.
Collaboration emphasizes working with other stakeholders as part of the comprehensive
school counseling program. This may take place with parents or other family members,
community members, other school professionals, or organizations. A school counselor
may bring together a teacher, administrator, community member, and parent to help
collaborate on a career exploration project at their school to demonstrate collaboration
and teaming.
The last theme is systemic change, which is oftentimes a long-term process.
Systemic change emphasizes the idea that one small change can begin a process of
change leading to greater results. An illustration of this aspect of the model would be the
counselor starting a program to reward students’ academic progress. As students are
encouraged to do well, the desired result would be for other teachers to join along as well.
In this manner, a positive program can lead to change within the school. The goal is for
the comprehensive school counseling program to ultimately change the students and the
school for the better. These four themes are knit into the framework of the ASCA
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National Model and are important to the successful implementation of a comprehensive
school counseling program.
According to Schwallie-Giddis et al., (2003), “the model provides legitimacy to
the school counseling profession; a profession that is often criticized, questioned, and
insufficiently supported” (p. 176). The legitimacy that counselors are attempting to
secure can be used to gain personnel support and school resources, which are vital to the
success of a comprehensive school guidance and counseling program (Gysbers &
Henderson, 2001).
Lehr (2002) conducted a study regarding the implementation of a comprehensive
guidance and counseling program in Nova Scotia. Surveys were sent to all 72 school
counselors involved in the comprehensive guidance and counseling program in Nova
Scotia. They realized a 64% response rate with their surveys. The researchers initially
administered a 21-question survey. Then, eight school counselors were chosen for indepth interviews. The results indicted that successful implementation is dependent upon
support and participation of other school personnel as well as adequate time and
resources. They concluded that many school employees view the counselor as the sole
person responsible for the program, but the responsibility must be shared. Lehr found that
high school counselors had to work extremely hard to assist teachers and administrators
in understanding their roles in the comprehensive guidance and counseling program. In
addition, they concluded that counselors often expressed hesitation at giving up their nonguidance responsibilities and expressed concern that they would not be performed to their
satisfaction. However, most counselors in the study expressed a positive attitude about
the full implementation of the comprehensive guidance and counseling program.
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Gysbers, Lapan, and Jones (2000) supported this finding by concluding “when school
counselors have the time, resources, and the structure of comprehensive guidance
programs to work in, they contribute to positive student academic and career
development and the development of positive and safe learning climates in our schools”
(p. 352).
Lapan, Gysbers, and Sun (1997) conducted a study involving Missouri high
schools. They used a stratified random sample of high school and middle school students
throughout Missouri. The researchers surveyed 3,224 students with a mean age of 16.40.
The researchers used the Missouri Guidance Competency Evaluation Survey to assess
self-efficacy beliefs for guidance competencies included in the state comprehensive
guidance program. They reported that students attending schools with a more fully
implemented comprehensive school counseling program reported earning higher grades,
better preparation for the future, and a more favorably perceived school climate and
feeling of safety. Lapan, Gysbers, and Petroski (2001) performed a similar study
involving seventh-grade students. They aimed to examine the impact of more fully
implemented comprehensive guidance and counseling programs on students throughout
the state. Their sample included 22,601 seventh graders and 4,868 teachers randomly
selected from 184 different schools. The teachers were asked specific questions regarding
counseling activities implemented in their schools. Students were administered a survey
that covered a wide range of critical factors regarding safely and success in school. The
researchers assessed critical aspects of this survey. They concluded that students who
attended schools with a more fully implemented comprehensive school counseling
program reported that they earned higher grades, had better relationships with their
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teachers, were getting a more relevant education, and had a more positive view of the
school environment (Lapan, Gysbers & Petroski, 2001).
Sink and Stroch (2003) also found evidence to support the academic benefits of a
fully implemented comprehensive school counseling program. These researchers
conducted a study on students in Washington. There were 150 public elementary schools
randomly selected from Washington to participate in the study. Information was gathered
on 20,131 students in these schools. The researchers used various instrumentation for this
study that included: The Comprehensive Guidance and Counseling Programs and Student
Success in Washington State Elementary Schools Telephone Survey, The Iowa Tests of
Basic Skills-Form M, and The Washington Assessment of Student Learning. They found
that students who stayed continuously enrolled in a school with a highly implemented
comprehensive school counseling program performed better on state tests (Sink & Stroch,
2003). Therefore, from this research one may conclude that fully implemented
comprehensive school counseling programs aide greatly in academic achievement of
students.
In addition to academic achievement, counselors are compelled to provide
evidence that other aspects of a comprehensive school counseling program are of value
and produce desired results. This helps school counselors to be informed about which
activities are supported by research and which are not, thus helping them select what to
incorporate into their school counseling program. Whiston and Sexton (1998) looked at
50 studies that focused on the success of various school counseling interventions. They
found that school counselors perform a broad range of counseling activities that result in
positive changes for students. They concluded that individual student planning activities
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proved to be beneficial on the development of students’ career plans. In addition, group
counseling was found to be effective in assisting elementary students with a wide range
of problems. Peer counseling also proved to be of assistance with students who needed
social skills training and those experiencing disruption within their family. The
researchers also concluded that paperwork, clerical tasks, and coordinating testing were
believed to be the least important school counseling activities (Whiston & Sexton, 1998).
Gysbers, Lapan, Blair, Starr, and Wilmes (1999) conducted a study focusing on
the state-wide implementation of the Missouri Comprehensive Guidance Program. The
researchers sent surveys to 922 school counselors and received completed surveys.
Approximately 60% of the school districts that participated in the Missouri
Comprehensive Guidance Program training returned surveys. The survey consisted of
three parts that focused specifically on the implementation and perceptions of the
Missouri Comprehensive Guidance Program. The research showed that non-guidance
tasks should be reduced in order to allow school counselors time to perform preferred
counseling duties. When this occurred, comprehensive counseling programs were being
more fully implemented and positive changes occurred. They also concluded that school
district counseling programs should meet two criteria to be considered fully operational
and functioning properly. The first is that there should be a written program adopted by
the board of education. Second, the program should be implemented with school
counselors devoting all of their time to the program (Gysbers et al., 1999).
Principals play a vital role in any and all school reform, including the
comprehensive school counseling program and how counselors spend the majority of
their time. Counselors and administrators cannot work in isolation, but rather need to
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collaborate to promote academic achievement for all students. As a result, school
counselors must initiate communication about their roles and advocate for job duties that
align with the ASCA National Model. This will help school both counselors and
administrators achieve success through the successful implementation of a
comprehensive school counseling program (Carnes-Holt, Cisler, & Range, 2012).
School Readiness and Preparedness
The school counseling profession has evolved steadily since its inception (Lambie
& Williamson, 2004). With new ways of thinking and constantly changing roles, school
counselors must embrace new ways of thinking about the profession (Wilkerson &
Eschbach, 2009). School counselors are now finding themselves in the middle of an
educational revolution (Brown & Trust, 2005). Among the current education reforms
affecting the school counselor are high stakes testing, sanctions against low performing
school and staff, requirements for highly qualified staff, and private school vouchers
(Perrello, 2009). School counselors must be ready to accept these school reforms as they
strive to perform their job as ASCA intends. A readiness to change is vital to the success
of comprehensive school counseling programs.
According to Erquetin and Demirbulak (2001) “change is the only thing that does
not change in the universe and that is an inevitable thing” (p. 5). Principals are key in
modifying school culture and guiding the school in the process of change.
Administrators, like counselors, must be ready for change in schools. As such, readiness
becomes more and more important as the scale of change increases (Conley, 1993). With
the emergence of common core standards and the implementation of the ASCA National
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model, change is on the horizon. Thus, school administrators must increase the level of
readiness to meet and prepare for these changes.
Assessing readiness for comprehensive school counseling model
There are several researchers that have evaluated the readiness of school
counselors to implement a comprehensive school counseling program. Although the
studies conducted by these researchers differ in population, geographic location, and
instruments used, they are all linked together by the overall goal of each study: to
evaluate readiness. Wilkerson and Eschbach (2009) evaluated readiness of students in a
graduate level school counseling program. The students were evaluated on their beliefs,
knowledge, and skills regarding ASCA National model implementation. Dahir, Burnham,
and Stone (2009) studied readiness of practicing school counselors and assessed their
attitudes, beliefs, and priorities to determine readiness. Perello (2009) and RobertsonSmith (2007) both evaluated the readiness for implementation on a district level by
evaluating the school counselors’ beliefs and attitudes regarding district readiness. These
studies each determined readiness to implement a comprehensive school counseling
program based on the participants responses. Participants reported perceived readiness on
the instruments used, and these responses were then used to determine readiness in each
study. Collectively, these studies provide a foundation of the existing research on
evaluating the readiness of school counselors to implement a comprehensive school
counseling program.
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School Counselor Readiness
Wilkerson and Eschbach (2009) conducted a study that evaluated the impact of a
graduate level course on trainees’ perceived readiness to implement a comprehensive
school counseling program. The participants consisted of 39 adult graduate students
attending a CACREP-accredited counselor training program in Pennsylvania. The
participants were involved in a course that aimed to teach students how to develop, plan,
and evaluate a comprehensive school counseling program. The students also were
administered a pretest and posttest. The Education Trust’s National Center for
Transforming School Counseling (NCTSC) survey was used to evaluate the respondents’
beliefs, knowledge, and skills regarding implementation of the ASCA National Model.
The researchers found significant positive changes that indicated students perceived
themselves as more prepared to implement the ASCA National Model after the course.
The areas of strongest improvement include the four themes of the ASCA National
Model: leadership, advocacy, collaboration, and systemic change. This study provided
data to help identify student readiness to implement the ASCA National Model. In
addition, the researchers evaluated the success of skills training among counselors in
training, which may potentially be able to be used among practicing professionals.
Dahir, Burnham, and Stone (2009) researched school counselors’ readiness to
implement a comprehensive school counseling program by assessing their attitudes,
beliefs, and priorities. The researchers evaluated 1,244 Alabama school counselors using
the Assessment of School Counselor Needs for Professional Development (ASCNPD),
which was developed to assess readiness to implement a comprehensive school
counseling program (i.e., based on the ASCA National Model). The Alabama
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Department of Education adopted a state plan that closely aligned with the ASCA
National Model. The researchers concluded that there were differences across school
levels in school counselors’ attitudes, beliefs, and priorities regarding the ASCA National
Model tasks. The study indicated that school counselors at every level seemed to have
similar priorities and beliefs regarding their roles and the impact of school counseling.
Overall, however, middle school counselors, followed by elementary school counselors,
were more closely aligned with the Alabama state plan and the ASCA National Model. In
addition, the study concluded that high school counselors were more aligned with the
roles of traditional counselors.
District Readiness
Perrello (2009) conducted a study to determine the factors that influence the
implementation of the ASCA National Model in Maine. He used several surveys for this
research: ASCA National Model District Readiness Survey (DRS), School Counselor
Self-Efficacy Scale, and the Comprehensive Program Implementation Questionnaire. The
participants were all practicing school counselors at K-5 schools in Maine. The
researcher used the ASCA National Model DRS to help evaluate the beliefs/attitudes and
leadership components of the survey. The researcher found that the majority of school
counselors surveyed reported they believed their school district to be ready to implement
the ASCA National Model. In addition, the majority of participants agreed that it is
important to devote time to learning new skills and to establish a mission statement that
includes the counseling program in the overall educational program. The majority of
participants also reported they did not perceive their district as being ready to use data to
change the counseling program. Regarding the Leadership component, a large majority of
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the participants reported generally to highly like my district on items related to
superintendents or principals and leadership. In addition, the majority of participants
reported that superintendents and principals provide resources to support school
counseling programs.
Robertson-Smith (2007) also conducted a survey with school counselors in
Mississippi to help determine their readiness to implement the ASCA National Model.
The ASCA National Model DRS-R was used to help determine levels of readiness of
Mississippi school districts to implement the ASCA National Model. The survey was sent
to 718 school counselors throughout the state. The researcher received 133 completed
surveys and demographic questionnaires. The researcher determined that Mississippi
school counselors perceived their districts to be ready in the content areas of School
Counselor’s Beliefs and Attitudes and School Counselor’s Skills. However, school
counselors involved in the study indicated they were only minimally ready in regards to
the Community Support and Leadership and Guidance Curriculum content areas. Lastly,
school counselors in the state reported their districts as being not ready in the content
areas of Staffing/Time Use and District Resources. Thus, according to school counselors,
the researcher concluded that Mississippi school districts were only minimally ready to
implement the ASCA National Model. When evaluating the predictor variables in the
study, the research concluded that student-to-counselor ratio and gender were the most
influential predictor variables. The researcher found that females perceived their districts
as being more ready to implement the ASCA National Model. In addition, it was
determined that school counselors in schools with lower student-to-counselor ratios
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perceived their districts as being more ready to implement the ASCA National Model
(Robertson-Smith, 2007).
Previous research has evaluated readiness to implement the ASCA National
Model based solely on the perspectives of school counselors. This information is valuable
to the literature of ASCA National Model implementation readiness. However, as
administrators play a primary role in decision making within the school, their input must
be balanced with that of school counselors in order to achieve a more complete
perspective of readiness. The research presented will add to the literature by comparing
perspectives of counselors and administrators regarding district readiness to implement
the ASCA National Model.
Summary
The history of school counseling not only provides insight as to what has occurred
in the profession, but also helps set the stage for what progress still needs to be made in
the profession. ASCA helped to create uniformity within school counseling through the
development of the ASCA National Standards and, later, the ASCA National Model. The
model attempted to resolve the role ambiguity issue within the school counseling
profession. However, the implementation of the ASCA National Model has proven to be
challenging. As school districts begin ASCA Model implementation they need to feel
ready to work toward full implementation. It is vital to use evaluative measures to assist
school districts in this assessment. The data collected will help school districts identify
areas where additional training, support, and resources might best be used. Since each
school district is different in composition and mission, such an evaluative process would
need to be conducted in each district individually. Therefore, this study is an attempt to
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begin building the literature on school district readiness by evaluating the readiness of
school counselors and administrators to implement the ASCA National Model. The
sample population used for this study will be from St. Tammany Parish public school
district in Louisiana. However, the goal of this research is to be able to be generalized
nationwide.
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METHODOLOGY

Introduction
This chapter addresses the methodology employed in this study. Included is a
description of the research design, research questions, instrumentation, data collection
procedures, and data analyses performed. In this study the researcher aimed to compare
school counselor and administrator perceptions of district readiness to implement the
ASCA National Model. The researcher evaluated the level of readiness of a school
district for each of the seven readiness indicators based on school counselor and
administrator perceptions of their district’s readiness. In addition, the researcher
conducted this study to determine what combination of demographic factors (predictor
variables) accounted for the greatest amount of variance in overall readiness.
Research Design
The researcher evaluated the perception of administrators and school counselors
concerning their districts level of readiness to implement the ASCA National Model. The
data were used to evaluate differences in perceptions between school counselors and
administrators. The survey and demographic questionnaire (see Appendix B) were used
to gather information about characteristics of the participants. These data were gathered
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to determine if any characteristics are significant in identifying the level of perceived
readiness. The data also helped identify potential barriers to implementation.
The researcher used a survey to gather data from administrators and school
counselors. According to Heppner, Kivlinghan, and Wampold (1992), “the basic aim of
survey research is to document the nature or frequency of a particular variable within a
certain population” (p. 202). Heppner and colleagues further noted that surveys typically
help researchers identify facts, options, attitudes, and behavioral self-reports. The ASCA
National Model DRS-R was used to help determine the district’s level of readiness in the
seven indicator areas: (1) Community Support, (2) Leadership, (3) Guidance Curriculum,
(4) Staffing/Time Use, (5) School Counselors’ Beliefs and Attitudes, (6) School
Counselors’ Skills, and (7) District Resources. The ASCA National Model DRS was
designed by Carey et al. to help public school personnel identify the extent to which
employees in a school district are ready to implement the ASCA National Model (Carey
et al., 2005). It has been used in previous research to help examine the issue of readiness.
The researcher chose The ASCA National Model DRS-R for this study due to its
substantiated reliability and validity. These survey data were utilized by the researcher to
help determine the administrators and the counselor’s perceived readiness.
The researcher used a demographic questionnaire to gather data about both
respondents and the school in which they work. These data were comprised of predictor
variables in the study. The predictor variables for the study included: (a) highest degree
of education (b) age, (c) student-to-counselor ratio, (d) years of total experience in
schools, (e) years of counseling and/or administrative experience, (f) gender, (g)
ethnicity, (h) of school, and (i) school role. The criterion variable in this research was the
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counselor’s and administrator’s overall perceived level of readiness of the school district
to implement the ASCA National Model. The goal was to determine which combination
of predictor variables accounted for the greatest amount of variance on the criterion
variable.
Research Questions
1. What are counselors’ perceptions of their districts’ readiness to implement the
ASCA National Model as measured by The ASCA National Model District
Readiness Survey, Revised?
2. What are administrators’ perceptions of their districts’ readiness to implement the
ASCA National Model as measured by The ASCA National Model District
Readiness Survey, Revised?
3. Is there a significant difference between administrator and counselor perceptions
of district readiness across the seven factors of the ASCA National Model District
Readiness Survey?
4. What variable or combination of the following variables accounts for the greatest
amount of variance in the overall district readiness to implement the ASCA
National Model: highest degree of education, age, student-to-counselor ratio,
years of total experience in schools, years of counseling and/or administrative
experience, gender, ethnicity, grade level of school, and school role.
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Instrumentation
ASCA National Model DRS
The ASCA National Model DRS was created to help public school counselors,
school counseling program directors, principals, superintendents, and school board
members identify the extent to which a school district is ready, in terms of staff and
resources, to implement the National Model (Carey et al., 2005). This instrument helps
identify which areas need to be addressed within a district before successful
implementation of the ASCA Model can be achieved. Carey et al., (2005) reported that
their development of the model included studying the literature about the implementation
of a comprehensive developmental guidance program. Their review of the ASCA
National Model revealed that the focus on skills was not addressed in all counselor
training programs. In addition, using the ASCA National Model and logical deduction,
they determined that some conditions would need to be in place in a school district for the
ASCA Model to be implemented successfully. After rigorous study and review, the
researchers concluded there were seven specific readiness indictors to be used in the
survey:(1) Community Support, (2) Leadership, (3) Guidance Curriculum, (4)
Staffing/Time Use, (5) School Counselors’ Beliefs and Attitudes, (6) School Counselors’
Skills, and (7) District Resources (Carey et al., 2005).
The first readiness indicator was Community Support. The researchers included
questions about the school and local community and their knowledge and value of the
school counseling programs. The next readiness indicator was Leadership, in this
indicator the researchers addressed the beliefs, knowledge, availability, and skills of
guidance directors, principals, and superintendents. The third readiness indicator was
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Guidance Curriculum. The researchers developed questions in the Guidance Curriculum
indicator that focused on the implementation of a formal National Standards based
guidance program. In addition, they emphasized the inclusion of existing district and state
guidance curriculum standards within the National Model. The next readiness indicator
was Staffing/Time Use as indicated by the counselor workload, as well as the time use
and its workability within the National Model. School Counselors’ Beliefs and Attitudes
is the fifth readiness indicator. This indicator was designed to measure the beliefs and
attitudes of school counselors with the goals and ways of practice as outlined in the
National Model. The sixth readiness indicator was School Counselors’ Skills, which the
researchers used to focus on the skills required of school counselors to perform the
activities outlined in the ASCA National Model. The final readiness indicator was
District Resources. District Resources indicator was designed by the researchers to
emphasize the district’s ability to provide the support, resources, and materials required
to implement the ASCA National Model (Carey et al., 2005).
The ASCA National Model was designed as a district level program. As such,
The ASCA National DRS was designed with its focus on the district (Carey et al., 2005).
The ASCA National Model District Readiness Survey was designed for district use
before the employees implemented the National Model or during these first few years of
implementation. The survey was intended for use by school counselors, administrators,
and teachers.
The ASCA National Model DRS originally consisted of three response choices:
like my district, somewhat like my district, and not at all like my district. However, it was
later expanded to include five response choices: not like my district, occasionally like my
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district, somewhat like my district, mostly like my district, and exactly like my district.
Robertson-Smith (2007) reported that this adjustment was made to allow for greater
variance and to be able to more easily generate a consensus on the needs to be addressed.
The researcher used the expanded response options for the purposes of this study.
The instrument contained 64 questions clustered into seven readiness domains.
There was no reliability addressed by the original authors of the instrument. However,
Roberson-Smith (2007) calculated inter-item consistency and obtained an alpha
coefficient of .75 or higher for the items. There were 18 questions removed due to having
alpha coefficients less than .75. Therefore, the revised instrument consisted of a total of
46 questions clustered into seven readiness indicators (Robertson-Smith, 2007). The
revised instrument was used for the purposes of this study.
After the 18 items were eliminated, each of the seven readiness indicators
contained fewer items. The Community Support cluster went from 11 items to 9 items.
The Leadership indicator also went from 11 items to 9 items. The Guidance Curriculum
indicator originally had 4 items, and none of these were eliminated. The Staffing/Time
Use indicator contained 5 items, but in the revised version contains only 3. The School
Counselors’ Beliefs and Attitudes cluster went from 8 to 6. The School Counselors’
Skills cluster went from 14 to 10. Lastly, the District Resources indicator decreased from
11 items to 5 items.
The authors of the ASCA National Model DRS addressed the validity of the
instrument. Specifically, they used methods that addressed the face validity, content
validity, and construct validity. After the instrument was developed it was distributed to a
group of 20 school counselors at the 2003 Massachusetts School Counselors Association
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conference. These counselors checked the instrument for clarity, readability, logical
consistency, and perceived usefulness. Their feedback was received and item revisions
were made. The next draft of the instrument was used during consultations with three
New England school districts that were aiming to implement the ASCA National Model.
This pilot test allowed for a better understanding of how the instrument should be used to
help school districts. In addition, the original authors used their professional experiences,
literature review, and logical extrapolation to assist in the creation of the model (Carey et
al., 2005).
The language of the instrument was consistent with the ASCA National Model
with the exception of two areas. The first concerned three questions in the cluster of
Staffing/Time Use. There were specific student-to-counselor ratios and time-use
percentages as examples of appropriate school counselor workload and time
commitments, even though the ASCA National Model is not specific on these ratios and
percentages. Secondly, there is one question in the School Counselors’ Skills cluster. The
terms achievement data, attendance data, and school climate survey data were used in
place of process, perceptual, and results data. These questions were written by the
researchers in a language that departed from the National Model language to make the
items more easily understandable (Carey et al., 2005).
The survey was designed to use a Likert-type scale that allowed participants to
indicate the extent to which each readiness indicator statement applies to their district. A
numerical value was assigned to each of these five ratings: 1=not at all like my district;
2=occasionally like my district; 3=somewhat like my district; 4=like my district; and
5=exactly like my district. This researcher will also use the following readiness levels:
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“ready” ranges from 3.5-5.0; “minimally ready” ranges from 2.5-3.4; and “not ready”
ranges from 1.0-2.4 (Robertson-Smith, 2007). These scores were designed to be
computed easily and to identify variations, common viewpoints, and patterns within a
district. These interpretations may be used to help identify areas that need to be addressed
by the district to better implement the ASCA National Model (Carey et al., 2005).
Demographic Questionnaire
The demographic questionnaire (see Appendix B) was given to all participants.
The questionnaire included questions related to the individual respondent (counselor or
administrator) and the school as a whole. The demographic variables aided in
determining the differences in schools that were ready versus those that were deemed less
ready.
The questions related to the participant taking the survey included: (a) highest
degree of education, (b) age, (c) student-to-counselor ratio, (d) years of total experience
in schools, (e) years of counseling and/or administrative experience, (f) gender, (g)
ethnicity, (h) grade level of school, and (i) school role. There was one question related
directly to the school counselor (student-to-counselor ratio) and one question about the
school (the grade level of school). These variables were chosen by the researcher based
on what information could be most helpful to the school district, such as targeting groups
for training, identifying the best number of counselors for a school, and identifying
potential leadership for implementation of the ASCA National Model.
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Collection Procedures and Participants
Procedures
The researcher secured permission from John Carey (see Appendix F), an original
author of the instrument, to use the ASCA National Model DRS (see Appendix A) to
collect data for this dissertation. The researcher also secured permission from the St.
Tammany Parish School Board (see Appendix E) to administer the survey and
demographic questionnaire to school board counselors and administrators. Permission
was also granted from the Institutional Review Board of Mississippi State University to
use the sample desired as participants in this study, as well as approve the study design as
a whole.
The researcher collected the majority of the data using Survey Monkey. The
researcher sent a dedicated URL link to all school counselors and administrators in St.
Tammany Parish school system by way of their work e-mail addresses. However, at a
district administrator meeting paper surveys were distributed. At this meeting a small
amount of surveys were completed. The total participants contacted included 70 school
counselors and 125 administrators.
The researcher sent three emails (see Appendix C) to potential participants. The
first email introduced the subject of the study and asked potential participants to complete
the attached survey. Individuals were also notified that those who participated in the
study had the opportunity to be entered into a drawing for an Ipad Mini. This email
contained a link to the consent letter (see Appendix D), a demographic questionnaire, and
the ASCA National Model DRS-R using Survey Monkey (www.surveymonkey.com).
The researcher sent the second and third emails to thank those who had already
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participated and remind those who had not to please consider doing so. The second email
was sent approximately two weeks after the initial email and the third email was sent
approximately two weeks after the second.
The researcher notified the participants of the voluntary nature of the study and
the right to refuse participation in the consent letter. The letter also contained the
purposes of the study, the risks involved with participation, and the contact information.
The total population of potential participants was identifiable by means of their e-mail
addresses before data collection. No questions on the survey or the demographic
questionnaire contained questions that could reveal the identity of the individuals. The
average length of completion was between 15 and 20 minutes.
Participants
The researcher invited all currently employed school counselors and
administrators of the St. Tammany Parish School Board to participate in the study (195
employees). St. Tammany Parish Public School District includes a total of 55 schools
with approximately 37,926 students. There are a total of 5,251 employees in this school
district. St. Tammany Parish Public School District received a district grade of “A” by the
Louisiana Department of Education and is currently ranked number one in Louisiana for
school districts with over 20,000 students. “The mission of St. Tammany Parish Public
School System is to provide a high-quality education for all students, resulting in lifelong learners who can contribute positively to the society in which they live” (St.
Tammany Parish School Board [STPSB], 2013). This particular parish was chosen with
the hope to encourage positive growth both in the school district in which the researcher
is actively invested and the school counseling profession.
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Data Analysis
The researcher used the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version
21.0 to address each of the research questions. The researcher ran Descriptive Statistics,
Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA), and Multiple Regression Analysis. The
researcher used descriptive statistics to report on the perceptions of each group of
administrators and counselors surveyed. The researcher used MANOVA to compare the
perceptions of both administrators and counselors on each of the seven components of the
ASCA National Model DRS-R in one analysis. The researcher used Multiple Regression
Analysis to determine if any predictor variables or combination of variables had an effect
on whether the counselors and administrators included in the study sample rated their
district’s level of readiness as ready, minimally ready, or not ready for implementation of
the ASCA National Model. The results were based on the perceptions of participants for
each of the seven readiness indicators and overall scores.
The researcher used descriptive statistics to identify the perceptions of
administrators and counselors of the readiness of implementation of the ASCA National
Model. Descriptive statistics were used in order to summarize and organize data
(Holcomb, 1998). The researcher reported overall numbers (n), percentages (%), mean
(M), and standard deviation (SD) for the sample used. This analysis was conducted to
report on the perceptions of each group (administrators and counselors) and to determine
each group’s overall perceptions of readiness to implement the ASCA National Model.
MANOVA was used to compare administrators’ and counselors’ results on the
ASCA National Model DRS. MANOVA is used to “analyze a dependence relationship
represented as the differences in a set of dependent measure across a series of groups
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formed by one or more categorical independent measures” (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, &
Black, 1995, p. 268). This technique helped the researcher to determine if there was a
significant difference between administrator and counselor perceptions of overall
readiness of the district to implement the ASCA National Model.
The researcher chose MANOVA over multiple univariate ANOVAs in order to
maintain control over the experiment-wide error rate. There were three major
assumptions of MANOVA to be met: “The observations must be independent, the
variance-covariance matrices must be equal for all treatment groups, and the set of pdependent variables must follow a multivariate normal distribution” (Hair, Anderson,
Tatham, & Black, 1995, p. 275). Each of these assumptions were checked to determine
the appropriateness of the data collected. Measures of effect size also were computed.
Effect size is the standard measure of group differences. Effect size was important to
consider for multivariate statistics since the magnitude of the effect size directly
influenced the power of the statistical test. They also provided valuable information to be
used to guide the implications and take away from this study. Therefore, effect size was
calculated in this research using a partial eta-squared analysis (Hair et al., 1995).
The researcher used Multiple Regression analysis to predict whether a
relationship exists between the criterion variable (overall score on the ASCA National
Model DRS-R) and several possible predictor variables (gender, number of years of
experience in schools, student-to-counselor ratio, grade level of school, age, and school
role). This was done by the researcher in an attempt to predict the variance in the
criterion variable accounted for by the collection of included predictor variables. Multiple
Regression analysis is used to study the relationship between a single criterion variable
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and one or more predictor variables. Furthermore, it is used for predication and causal
analysis.
For the purposes of this study, the researcher used Multiple Regression analysis
both to predict if the predictor variables really affect the criterion variable and to estimate
the significance of the effect. The researcher used a step-wise estimation, which selected
variables for inclusion in the regression model by selecting the best predictor of the
criterion variable. Other variables are added in order of statistical importance. This model
was chosen by the researcher because it allowed for consideration of the role of each
predictor variable to the regression model. Each variable was considered for inclusion
and variables were added or deleted at any stage. Also, this model was used because there
was no preconceived notion of how these predictor variables may impact the criterion
variable (Allison, 1999; Hair et al., 1995).
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to compare administrators’ and school counselors’
perceptions of district readiness to implement the ASCA National Model and to identify
factors that might account for a higher or lower level of readiness. There were four
research questions addressed in this study:
1. What are counselors’ perceptions of their districts’ readiness to implement the
ASCA National Model as measured by The ASCA National Model District
Readiness Survey, Revised?
2. What are administrators’ perceptions of their districts’ readiness to implement the
ASCA National Model as measured by The ASCA National Model District
Readiness Survey, Revised?
3. Is there a significant difference between administrator and counselor perceptions
of district readiness across the seven factors of the ASCA National Model District
Readiness Survey?
4. What variable or combination of the following variables accounts for the greatest
amount of variance in the overall district readiness level to implement the ASCA
National Model: highest degree of education, age, student-to-counselor ratio,
years of total experience in schools, years of counseling and/or administrative
experience, gender, ethnicity, grade level of school, and school role?
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Descriptive Data
There were 195 e-mails sent to school counselors and administrators in St.
Tammany Parish, Louisiana. The researcher had a 61% response rate from administrators
and a 54% response rate from school counselors. The researcher had a overall 59%
response rate with 38 school counselors, 76 school administrators, and 2 respondents that
did not indicate their position completing the survey instrument and demographic
questionnaire (see Appendix B). Males represented a larger portion of the sample (81%,
n=94) than women (19%, n=22). The ages of respondents ranged between 27 and 73,
with a mean age of 46.9 years (SD=9.76. The majority of respondents were Caucasian
(90.4%, n=104). The remainder of respondents included Hispanic or Latino (.9%, n=1),
African American (7.8%, n=9), Prefer not to answer (.9%, n=1), and one respondent that
did not answer the question. The respondents had an average of 4.63 (SD=7.74) years of
counseling experience and an average of 5.18 (SD=5.40) years of administrative
experience. The respondents had an average of 20.50 (SD=9.20) total years of
experience in the school setting. The number of years of counseling experience ranged
from 0-29 years, while the number of years of administrative experience ranged from 024. The number of total years in schools ranged from 2-42. Those respondents that held a
Bachelors degree included n=2 (1.7 %), n=95 (81.9%) of the respondents held a Master’s
degree, n=12 (10.3%) held an Educational Specialist degree, and n=7 (6%) held a
Doctorate degree.
There are 55 schools in St. Tammany parish, which included elementary, middle,
and high schools. There were n=37 (31.9%) respondents from elementary schools, n=32
(27.6%) respondents from middle schools, and n=47 (40.5%) respondents from high
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schools. Because participants were drawn from multiple schools in the district, and the
district did not have a uniform student-to-counselor ratio it abides by, student-tocounselor ratios varied for each participant. The student-to-counselor ratio ranged from
1:9 to 1:1036 (see Table 2 & Table 3).

Descriptive Statistics of Participants
Categorical Predictor Variables

n

%

School Role
Administrator
Counselor

76
38

66.7
33.3

Level of School
Elementary
Middle
High

37
32
47

31.9
27.6
40.5

Gender
Male
Female

94
22

81
19

Highest Level of Education
Bachelors degree
Masters degree
Educational Specialist degree
Doctoral degree

2
95
12
7

1.7
81.9
10.3
6.0

Ethnicity
American Indian or Alaskan
Black or African American
Hispanic or Latino
White/Caucasian
Prefer not to answer

0
9
1
104
1

0
7.8
.9
89.7
.9
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Additional Descriptive Statistics of Participants
Continuous Predictor Variables

M

SD

947.2

486.62

Number of school counselors

2.4

1.59

Years of counseling
Experience

4.6

7.74

Years of administrative
experience

5.2

5.40

Total years experience

20.5

9.20

Age

46.9

9.76

Number of students

Analysis of Data
Question 1
To answer Question 1, based on school counselor perception, how ready are
schools to implement the ASCA National Model based on each of the following
readiness indicators: (a) Community Support, (b) Leadership, (c) Guidance Curriculum,
(d) Staffing/Time Use, (e) School Counselors’ Beliefs and Attitudes, (f) School
Counselors’ Skills, and (g) District Resources, the researcher computed means and
standard deviations of the overall scores for each indicator. For ease of analysis, the
researcher converted the responses to items on a 5-point scale.
The overall converted scores had a possible range of 1.0-5.0. The ready range
included scores of 3.5-5.0, minimally ready includes scores from 2.5-3.4, and not ready
includes scores of 1.0-2.4. Based on the school counselors’ readiness indicator scores on
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the ASCA National Model DRS-R, the researcher considered the district to be ready in
the School Counselors’ Skills (3.7), and School Counselors’ Beliefs and Attitudes (3.7)
indicators. The researcher considered the district minimally ready in the Leadership
(3.0), Community Support (3.4), and Guidance Curriculum (2.7) indicators, and not
ready in the areas of Staffing/Time Use (2.0) and District Resources (2.0).
There were two indicators for which school counselors perceived their district to
be ready. The School Counselors’ Beliefs and Attitudes indicator (6 items) had scores
ranging from 12-30, with a mean of 22 (SD=4.02). When converted to a 5-point scale, the
mean was 3.7. The School Counselors’ Skills indicator (10 items) had scores ranging
from 26-50, with a mean of 36.8 (SD=5.85). When converted to a 5-point scale, the mean
was 3.7.
School counselors perceived their district to be minimally ready in three
indicators. The Leadership indicator (9 items) had scores ranging from 12-42, with a
mean of 26.9 (SD=6.61). When converted to a 5-point scale, the mean was 3.0. The
Guidance Curriculum indicator (4 items) had scores ranging from 4-20, with a mean of
10.7 (SD=4.32). When converted to a 5-point scale, the mean was 2.7. The Community
Support indicator (9 items) had scores ranging from 20-40, with a mean of 30 (SD=5.09).
When converted to a 5-point scale, the mean was 3.4.
Lastly, school counselors reported that they perceived their district to be not ready
in relationship to two indicators. The Staffing/Time Use indicator (3 items) had scores
ranging from 3-12, with a mean of 6.0 (SD=2.35). When converted to a 5-point scale, the
mean was 2.0. The District Resources indicator (5 items) had scores ranging from 5-25,
with a mean of 9. 9 (SD=5.35). When converted to a 5-point scale, the mean was 2.0.
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Based on the mean scores for the seven readiness indicators, School Counselors’
Beliefs and Attitudes, and School Counselors’ Skills were the areas in which school
counselors’ perceived their districts to be ready to implement the ASCA National Model.
In addition, the researcher concluded that Leadership, Community Support, and Guidance
Curriculum indicator means provided data that suggested school counselors’ perceived
their districts to be minimally ready to implement the ASCA National Model. Lastly, the
researcher noted that the mean scores of some indicators suggested that the school
counselors did not perceive their district to be ready to implement the ASCA National
Model, namely Staffing/Time Use and District Resources.
The overall scores of school counselor perceptions of the school district’s level of
readiness to implement the ASCA National Model ranged from 94-217, with a mean of
142.5 (SD=25.21). When the researcher converted the scores to a 1-5 scale, the mean was
3.1. The researcher concluded that the score indicated that school counselors perceived
their district as being minimally ready to implement the ASCA National Model. These
scores are provided in Table 4.
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Readiness Indicator Scores: School Counselors Perceptions
Readiness Indicators

M

SD

Range

Converted

Readiness Level

M (1-5)
Community Support

30.2

5.09

20-40

3.4

Minimally Ready

Leadership

26.9

6.61

12-42

3.0

Minimally Ready

Guidance

10.7

4.32

4-20

2.7

Minimally Ready

Staffing/Time Use

6.0

2.35

3-12

2.0

Not Ready

School Counselors’

22.1

4.02

12-30

3.7

Ready

36.8

5.85

26-50

3.7

Ready

District Resources

9.9

5.35

5-25

2.0

Not Ready

Overall

142.5

25.21

94-217

3.1

Minimally Ready

Curriculum

Beliefs and Attitudes
School Counselors’
Skills

n=38
Question 2
To answer Question 2, based on administrator perception, how ready are schools
to implement the ASCA National Model based on each of the following readiness
indicators: (a) Community Support, (b) Leadership, (c) Guidance Curriculum, (d)
Staffing/Time Use, (e) School Counselors’ Beliefs and Attitudes, (f) School Counselors’
Skills, and (g) District Resources, the researcher computed means and standard
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deviations of the overall scores. For ease of analysis, the researcher converted scores to a
5-point scale and computed means.
Based on administrators’ readiness indicator scores on the ASCA National Model
DRS-R, the researcher considered the district ready in Community Support (3.9),
Leadership (4.2), Guidance Curriculum (4.0), School Counselors’ Beliefs and Attitudes
(4.0), and School Counselors’ Skills (4.0) indicators, minimally ready in Staffing/Time
Use (3.2) and District Resources (3.0) indicators. There were no indicators in which
administrators considered the district to be not ready.
There were five indicators in which administrators perceived their district to be
ready. The Community Support indicator (9 items) had scores ranging from 23-45, with a
mean of 34.9 (SD=5.24). When converted to a 5-point scale, the mean was 3.9. The
Leadership indicator (9 items) had scores ranging from 22-45, with a mean of 38.1
(SD=5.58). When converted to a 5-point scale, the mean was 4.2. The Guidance
Curriculum indicator (4 items) had scores ranging from 8-20, with a mean of 16.2
(SD=2.98). When converted to a 5-point scale, the mean was 4.0. The School
Counselors’ Beliefs and Attitudes indicator (6 items) had scores ranging from 14-30, with
a mean of 24.2 (SD=4.25). When converted to a 5-point scale, the mean was 4.0. The
School Counselors’ Skills indicator (10 items) had scores ranging from 20-50, with a
mean of 40.1 (SD=7.39). When converted to a 5-point scale, the mean was 4.0.
School administrators perceived their district to be minimally ready in two
indicators. The Staffing/Time Use indicator (3 items) had scores ranging from 3-15, with
a mean of 9.6 (SD=3.05). When converted to a 5-point scale, the mean was 3.2. The
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District Resources indicator (5 items) had scores ranging from 5-25, with a mean of 18.1
(SD= 5.17). When converted to a 5-point scale, the mean was 3.0.
Based on the mean scores for the seven readiness indicators, Community Support,
Leadership, Guidance Curriculum, School Counselors’ Beliefs and Attitudes, and School
Counselors’ Skills indicators were the areas in which administrators’ perceived their
districts to be ready to implement the ASCA National Model. In addition, Staffing/Time
Use and District Resources indicators means provided data that suggests administrators
perceived their districts to be minimally ready to implement the ASCA National Model.
The overall scores of administrator perceptions of the level of readiness to
implement the ASCA National Model ranged from 113-228, with a mean of 181.0 (SD=
28.09). When converting the scores to a 5-point scale, the mean was 3.9. The score
indicated that school administrators perceived their district as being ready to implement
the ASCA National Model. These scores are provided in Table 5.
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Readiness Indicator Scores: Administrators’ Perceptions
Readiness

M

SD

Range

Indicators
Community

Converted

Readiness Level

M (1-5)
34.9

5.24

23-45

3.9

Ready

Leadership

38.1

5.58

22-45

4.2

Ready

Guidance

16.2

2.98

8-20

4.0

Ready

Staffing/Time Use

9.6

3.05

3-15

3.2

Minimally Ready

School Counselors’

24.2

4.25

14-30

4.0

Ready

40.1

7.39

20-50

4.0

Ready

District Resources

18.1

5.17

5-25

3.0

Minimally Ready

Overall

181.0 28.09

113-228

3.9

Ready

Support

Curriculum

Beliefs and
Attitudes
School Counselor’
Skills

n=76
Question 3
A one-way MANOVA was conducted to determine differences between
administrator and counselor perceptions of the overall readiness level to implement the
ASCA National Model. The Box’s M Test was conducted to check the assumption of
equality of covariance. The results revealed that the assumption had been violated. This
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resulted in the implementation of the Pillai’s trace correction on the MANOVA results to
account for the noted inequality of variance among the groups. Following this correction,
the researcher concluded that the MANOVA results revealed significant differences
among the overall readiness level scores on the criterion variables, Pillai’s Trace .537, F
(7, 96)= 15.913, p<.05. The researcher also concluded that the effect size = .537
indicates a large effect for this study. In addition, the individual one-way ANOVA results
led the researcher to conclude that differences in being a counselor or administrator were
significant for the Community Support indicator, F (1, 102)=19.86, p<.05, partial
=.163; Leadership indicator, F (1, 102)=79.07, p<.05, partial =.437; Guidance
Curriculum indicator, F (1, 102)=60.66, p<.05, partial =.373; Staffing/Time Use
indicator, F (1, 102)=37.68, p<.05, partial =.270; School Counselors’ Beliefs and
Attitudes indicator, F (1, 102)=5.62, p<.05, partial =.052; School Counselors’ Skills
indicator, F (1, 102)=4.90, p<.05, partial =.046; and the District Resources indicator, F
(1, 102)=56.19, p<.05, partial =.355 (see Table 6).
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Means and Standard Deviations For The Seven Readiness Indicators
Readiness Indicators
Community Support
Leadership
Guidance Curriculum
Staffing/Time Use
Counselors’ Beliefs
and Attitudes
School Counselors’
Skills
District Resources
p>.05

Counselor
M
SD

Administrator
M
SD

30.1
26.7
10.5
5.9
22.0

5.22
6.70
4.25
2.24
4.02

35.0
37.9
16.1
9.5
24.0

5.31
5.77
3.03
3.09
4.26

36.8

5.85

39.9

7.35

9.9

5.36

17.9

5.17

Question 4
The researcher analyzed data to determine what variable or combination or
variables accounts for the greatest amount of variance in the overall readiness level of St.
Tammany parish to implement the ASCA National Model: highest degree of education,
age, student-to-counselor ratio, years of total experience in schools, years of counseling
and/or administrative experience, gender, ethnicity, grade level of school, and school
role. The researcher computed Multiple Regression Analysis to answer the research
question. The criterion variable, overall readiness level (ORL), was examined for school
counselors and administrators who completed the ASCA National Model DRS-R. The
researcher utilized the predictor variables in the analysis: (a) highest degree of education,
(b) age, (c) student-to-counselor ratio, (d) years of total experience in schools, (e) years
of counseling and/or administrative experience, (f) gender, (g) ethnicity, (h) grade level
of school, and (i) school role.
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Step-wise multiple regression was conducted to determine viability of the
predictor variables in predicting overall readiness level to implement the ASCA National
Model. The predictor variables include: (a) highest degree of education, (b) age, (c)
student-to-counselor ratio, (d) years of total experience in schools, (e) years of counseling
and/or administrative experience, (f) gender, (g) ethnicity, (h) grade level of school, and
(i) school role. Data screening led to the elimination of two cases due to the fact that no
survey questions were answered. Based on the significance level, the regression results
indicated that the model predicted ASCA National Model implementation readiness,
according to the ASCA National Model DRS-R, R2=.304, R2adj=.297, F(1, 105)=45.81,
p<.05. This model accounts for 30.4% of variance in district readiness, only one of the
entered predictor variables was found to be significant: school role. For this study, the
negative beta weight indicated that the overall perceptions of the district’s readiness to
implement the ASCA National Model were significantly lower for school counselors than
they were for school administrators. The statistics associated with this included predictor
variable are presented in Table 7.

Regression Analysis Summary
Variable
School Role

B

SE B

ß

T

p

-38.8

5.7

-.551

-6.8

.001
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and the Predictor Variables.

Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient Matrix for School Counselor’s and Administrator’s Overall Readiness Scores

Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level
Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level
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CONCLUSION

The information presented in this chapter is a summary of the first four chapters
of the study. An overview of the study findings are discussed in this chapter. Implications
and recommendations for future research are also provided based on the conclusions
drawn from the results of the research. Limitations of this particular study are also
addressed.
Summary
School counseling has been an evolving specialty since its inception (Borders &
Paisley, 1995). The unsteady nature of this environment perpetuates the ever-changing
roles and functions of school counselors. This instability has been true throughout the
history of school counseling, and many school counselors still struggle to be clear about
their roles and functions (Perera-Diltz, & Mason, 2008). As a result, many teachers,
students, parents, and even administrators are unclear of the roles and responsibilities of
school counselors (Bynum et al., 2007).
School administrators are often the driving force in shaping the role of school
counselors on a local level (Dahir, 2000a). School counselors’ assigned roles,
responsibilities, and evaluation are typically left to the discretion of the building
administrator (Bynum et al., 2007). Unfortunately, Perusse et al., (2004) conclude that
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“most principals continue to believe that appropriate tasks of school counselors include
clerical tasks such as registration and scheduling of all new students; administering
cognitive, aptitude, and achievement tests; and maintaining student records” (p. 161). A
study Bardhoshi and Duncan (2009) concluded that administrators continue to deem
inappropriate duties as important. As a result, the administrator’s lack of understanding of
counselor roles could perpetuate the inappropriate assignment of job tasks (Bynum et al.,
2007). Consequently, what school counselors actually did in the school could have
prevented them from doing what is most beneficial to the students they served (Burnham
& Jackson, 2000). In order to achieve successful implementation of a comprehensive
school counseling program with appropriate counselor duties, the support and
commitment of the knowledgeable and supportive school administrator was required
(Dahir, 2000a).
The role of the school counselor was defined by ASCA in terms of qualifications
and job responsibilities. According to the ASCA (2013), school counselors were vital in
the success of students by promoting equity and rigorous educational experiences for all
students through leadership, advocacy, and collaboration. The extent to which school
districts, as perceived by school counselors and administrators, were ready to implement
the ASCA National Model had not been determined by any research.
This study was designed, by the researcher, to assertain the perceived readiness of
a school district to implement the ASCA National Model from the perspective of both
school counselors and administrators. Specifically, the researcher sought to determine
whether or not significant differences in perceptions of readiness were apparent between
the two groups of school personnel. Overall, the researcher had a 58 % response rate with
86

38 school counselors and 76 administrators, out of 195 employees, completing the ASCA
National Model DRS-R and demographic questionnaire.
This research involved four main goals. The first goal was to determine district
level of readiness based on school counselor perceptions. The second goal of the research
was to determine the district level of readiness based on administrator perceptions. A
third goal of the research was to evaluate the difference in administrator and counselor
perceptions of their school district’s overall readiness to implement the ASCA National
Model. The last goal of this research was to explain variance in the overall scores through
regression analysis using the predictor variables. For the purposes of this study the
predictor variables included: (a) highest degree of education (b) age, (c) student-tocounselor ratio, (d) years of total experience in schools, (e) years of counseling and/or
administrative experience, (f) gender, (g) ethnicity, (h) grade level of school, and (i)
school role. The criterion variable was the administrator’s and school counselor’s
perceived level of overall readiness of the school district.
The researcher chose to evaluate these school and school counselor characteristics
as they appeared to relate to the perceived level of readiness of the school district to
implement the ASCA National Model.
The specific questions addressed were: (1) What are counselors’ perceptions of
the readiness of their school district to implement the ASCA National Model as measured
by The ASCA National Model DRS-R? (2) What are administrators’ perceptions of the
readiness of their school district to implement the ASCA National Model as measured by
The ASCA National Model DRS-R? (3) Is there a significant difference between
administrator and counselor perceptions of district readiness across the seven factors of
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the ASCA National Model DRS-R? (4) What variable or combination of the following
variables accounts for the greatest amount of variance in the overall district readiness
level to implement the ASCA National Model: highest degree of education, age, studentto-counselor ratio, years of total experience in schools, years of counseling and/or
administrative experience, gender, ethnicity, grade level of school, and school role.
Overview of Findings
Question 1
What are counselor’s perceptions of the readiness of their school district to
implement the ASCA National Model as measured by The ASCA National Model DRSR? The survey included the following readiness indicators: Community Support,
Leadership, Guidance Curriculum, Staffing/Time Use, School Counselor’s Beliefs and
Attitudes, School Counselors’ Skills, and District Resources? The researcher evaluated
each of these readiness indicators to determine the indicators that appeared more ready.
From the research, the researcher determined that school counselors perceived their
districts to be ready in the areas of (a) School Counselors’ Skills, and (b) School
Counselors’ Beliefs and Attitudes indicators. The indicators where school counselors
indicated that their school district as minimally ready were (a) Leadership, (b)
Community Support, and (c) Guidance Curriculum. In the areas of (a) Staffing/Time Use
and (b) District Resources, school counselors reported perceiving their school district was
being not ready. The two areas indicted as being not ready appeared to need the most
improvement and attention. Unfortunately, these are two areas in which the school
counselors had little control. Thus, it is not surprising that these areas were scored in this
way. However, it is important to address these factors. Staffing/Time Use might be
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addressed by training counselors and administrators on the time allocation suggestions in
the ASCA National Model. The ASCA National Model provided suggestions on time
allotments for various counseling tasks. Training on these may provide insight and
guidance to schools as they address the Staffing/Time Use. This training could be
provided by ASCA personnel or by a school counselor knowledgeable and trained on the
ASCA National Model. In addition, school counselors’ tasks might be evaluated and
some non-counseling duties may need to be redistributed among other school personnel.
These non-counseling duties may include filing, organizing cumulative folders,
scheduling, and planning and organizing testing. District Resources might be addressed if
counselors and administrators discussed what funds or other resources might be
beneficial for ASCA National Model implementation. This discussion may lead to
reallocation of resources or administrator advocating on the district level.
Question 2
What are administrator’s perceptions of the readiness of their school district to
implement the ASCA National Model as measured by The ASCA National Model DRSR? The survey included the following readiness indicators: Community Support,
Leadership, Guidance Curriculum, Staffing/Time Use, School Counselor’s Beliefs and
Attitudes, School Counselors’ Skills, and District Resources? Each of these readiness
indicators were evaluated to determine the areas that appeared more ready than other
indicators. From the research, it was determined that school administrators perceived
their districts to be ready in the areas of (a) Community Support, (b) Leadership, (c)
Guidance Curriculum, (d) School Counselors’ Beliefs and Attitudes, and (e) School
Counselors’ Skills indicators. The areas where school administrators indicated they
89

perceived their school district as minimally ready were (a) Staffing/Time Use and (b)
District Resources. There were no areas in which administrators reported perceiving
their school district as being not ready.
Areas where administrators considered the district to be minimally ready were the
same two areas counselors considered the district to be not ready. These areas should be
addressed as they were consistently considered to be lacking in the district. However,
administrators did not consider any areas to be not ready. The administrators may have
rated the level of readiness as such due to their roles in the schools. Administrators view
the school and employees through a different lens. They often times consider elements
that school counselors do not, such as budget and the overall school environment. These,
and other, considerations may impact their perceptions of readiness to implement the
ASCA National Model.
Question 3
Is there a significant difference between administrator and counselor perceptions
of district readiness across the seven factors of the ASCA National Model DRS-R? The
research showed there was a significant difference in administrator and counselor
perceptions of district readiness overall and across the seven factors of the ASCA
National Model DRS-R. These seven indicators included: Community Support,
Leadership, Guidance Curriculum, Staffing/Time Use, School Counselors’ Beliefs and
Attitudes, School Counselors’ Skills, and District Resources. This indicates that
counselor and administrator perceptions of readiness differed in all areas of the
assessment.
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When evaluating the average overall score on the ASCA National Model DRS-R,
school counselors perceived the district to be minimally ready to implement the ASCA
National Model while school administrators perceived the district to be ready to
implement the ASCA National Model. This could indicate differences in mindset or
perhaps varying areas of concern for the district. Whatever the cause, the differences are
important in preparation for ASCA National Model implementation. The differences
indicate that more work is needed within the district to be sure all parties involved are
moving together toward the same goals.
Based on these data, training could be beneficial in helping counselors and
administrators gain the same knowledge of model implementation, thus allowing them to
be in unison as they take steps toward implementing the ASCA National Model. These
variations in perceptions may be explained by differences in education, differing
outlooks, or lack of understanding by both groups. Education for administrators and
school counselors requires different coursework, practicum hours, and training, and also
encompasses different curriculum, which likely helps shape the administrator and
counselor as they enter the workforce. School administrators and counselors also have
different school responsibilities. Administrators are responsible for everything that takes
place at the school, and this likely shapes their outlook in ways dissimilar to counselors.
It is likely that each group, both counselors and administrators, often focus more on their
own perspective and fail to consider other perspectives. In addition, they likely do not
take the time to thoroughly discuss every issue presented. All these factors can compound
quickly to inhibit perceptions.
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Question 4
What variable or combination of the following variables accounts for the greatest
amount of variance in the overall district readiness level to implement the ASCA
National Model: (a) highest degree of education (b) age, (c) student-to-counselor ratio,
(d) years of total experience in schools, (e) years of counseling and/or administrative
experience, (f) gender, (g) ethnicity, (h) grade level of school, and (i) school role. The
researcher conducted multiple regression analysis to determine the variables or
combination of variables that accounted for the greatest amount of variance in the overall
readiness level of the school district to implement the ASCA National Model.
The regression models produced in the research led to the conclusion that, based
on the overall readiness level, whether the respondent was a counselor or administrator
was the only influential predictor variable. The overall model was statistically significant
and the differences in school counselor and administrator perceptions accounted for
30.4% of the variance in the model. The research showed that overall perceptions of the
district’s readiness to implement the ASCA National Model were significantly lower for
school counselors than they were for school administrators. This difference may be due to
having different training and education. There is no way to determine which group is
correct in their thinking. Counselors likely want to promote the ASCA National Model as
it focuses on the role of the school counselor. Administrators come from a different
perspective and likely have the entire school in mind. Based on these results, the
researcher suggests that training sessions be done to include both the administrator and
counselor. This training should educate both parties on the ASCA National Model so all
parties can be in agreement with understanding and model implementation. The training
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could be done in several mini sessions. Each session could cover specific aspects of the
ASCA National Model and its’ implementation.
Implications for Practice
This study was designed to derive results that could help school districts, school
administrators, and school counselors evaluate their current level of readiness to
implement the ASCA National Model. This was done in an effort to be able to better
equip them for model implementation. The researcher determined that the counselor or
administrator variable was the most influential predictor variable in accounting for
overall readiness level. This finding indicated that it is vital that administrators and
counselors be trained together in regards to the ASCA National Model implementation.
This training should educate both parties on the ASCA National Model so all parties can
be in agreement with understanding and model implementation.
Additional knowledge gained from this study was that administrators perceived
the school district as being ready and counselors perceived the school district as being
minimally ready to implement the ASCA National Model. ASCA National Model
implementation is a large undertaking and takes various groups, including school
counselors and administrators. Thus, it is important that these groups have consensus
about level of readiness. Having meetings between school counselors and administrators
at each building level may provide an opportunity for school counselors and
administrators to discuss model implementation and gain a better understanding of each
others views of the current situation. Counselors may also want to present information
about the ASCA National Model at administrator conferences to communicate benefits of
model implementation. According to ASCA (2012), ASCA National Model
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implementation will have a positive impact on all students and on the academic outcomes
of all students. This type of information is important to school administrators and other
personnel. In addition, understanding that counselors and administrators do not
necessarily view the district in the same manner may help design the district training and
confirms that both parties should be in attendance in order to move forward in unison.
The researcher found that Staffing/Time Use and District Resources were the
lowest scored predictor variables by both administrators and counselors. This indicated
these were the lowest expectations of readiness accessed. The researcher suggests that
specific training be done to address these areas of concern. The district could address
Staffing/Time Use by training counselors and administrators on the time allocation
suggestions in the ASCA National Model. Though there may be constraints, such as
budget, related to this indicator it is important that school counselors and administrators
have the same understanding of the ASCA National Model allocations and attempt to
address the area of concern. School counselors’ tasks might be evaluated and some noncounseling duties may need to be redistrubted among other school personnel. There may
also be some duties that may be shared by an administrator. In addition, District
Resources might be addressed if counselors and administrators discussed what funds or
other resources might be beneficial for ASCA National Model implementation. This
discussion may lead to reallocation of resources or administrators advocating for
additional funding on the district level. Though an ideal solution may not always be
attainable, the process of administrators and counselors striving toward the same goals in
ASCA National Model implementation will likely assist the school in better serving
students.
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Implications for Research
The purpose of this research was to examine school counselor and administer
perceptions of school readiness to implement the ASCA National Model and to evaluate
the differences in these two groups. The study was designed to determine if there was a
significant difference in school counselor and administrator perceptions. In addition, the
researcher aimed to evaluate the characteristics that showed a significant relationship to
the level of readiness indicated. Based on the research findings in this study, the
researcher poses some recommendations for future research.
The first recommendation is to expand the population studied. The instrument is
designed to be used with a school district. Therefore, one should aim to include one or
more additional school districts across the country to determine if the results of the
researcher’s study reflect a nationwide trend. To help increase the response rate in these
school districts, one may use additional data collection methods, such as phone surveys
or mail-outs. This may allow for counselors and administrators that are not comfortable
with the internet to participate in the survey. Another recommendation in data collection
is the follow-up time for the study. The researcher allowed 4 weeks for data collection.
However, with the busy schedules of administrators and school counselors the sample
size might have been greater if more time was allowed for responses.
The findings of this research added to the growing body of literature on the
readiness of an individual school district to implement the ASCA National Model.
However, more research is needed to determine the level at which the ASCA National
Model has been implemented across districts in other states. Future research should
address additional predictor variables that might provide districts information in setting
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up a school district for success in ASCA National Model implementation. These
predictor variables may include number of years of teaching experience and previous
hours of training on the ASCA National Model. As many administrators and counselors
devote many years to the classroom, they likely gain a greater understanding of the
school system and see many changes and programs take place. This knowledge may be
beneficial in helping assess the counseling program and its readiness to implement the
ASCA National Model. The ASCA National Model is extensive and often times requires
deeper study to gain a complete understanding. The hours spent by individuals in training
on the ASCA National Model may be influential in their perceptions of readiness for
model implementation. It may also be beneficial to evaluate why there were differences
in administrator and counselor perceptions. This would provide knowledge that could be
beneficial to districts as they move forward with ASCA National Model implementation.
Future research in these areas would provide deeper insights into successful readiness to
implement the model.
Limitations of Study
There are several noted limitations of this research. As this is one of the first
research studies to directly compare school counselor and administrator perceptions of
school readiness to implement the ASCA National Model, more research must be done to
determine if the trends noted in this study are replicable nationwide. Another limitation
was the sample size in this research. Though the sample size included over half of the
counselors and administrators in the district chosen for sample selection, a larger sample
size might have been beneficial. In addition, the sample size may have been more
valuable if the number of administrators and counselors involved in the study were more
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similar. In this study, the administrators outnumbered counselors by a ratio of almost 2:1.
Another limitation of the research was the method of data collection. The data collection
was done in two ways (paper survey and internet survey). However, the participants did
not have a choice as to which survey they wanted to complete. Only those participants at
one specific meeting were given the paper survey. All others were sent an email survey.
If the research included more methods of data collection and if collection would have
spanned a larger period of time this may have resulted in a greater response. Lastly, the
instrument used for research was created by counselors and based on counseling
standards that were developed by counselors. Thus, it is likely there were some bias
toward the counselors’ role in schools.
Conclusion
The researcher examined school counselors’ and administrators’ perceptions of
the readiness level of a school district to implement the ASCA National Model. The
researcher also compared school counselors’ and administrators’ perceptions to evaluate
any significant differences. In addition, the researcher addressed certain school counselor
and administrator characteristics that could be predictors of the indicated level of
readiness. The predictor variables measured include: highest degree of education, age,
student-to-counselor ratio, years of total experience in schools, years of counseling and/or
administrative experience, gender, ethnicity, grade level of school, and school role. The
criterion variable included the school counselor’s and administrator’s perceived level of
readiness of the school district based on their overall scores on the ASCA National Model
DRS-R. The researcher also examined the readiness level of the school district in each of
the seven ASCA National Model readiness indicators included in the study instrument.
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The research provided evidence that school counselors perceived their district to
be ready in the areas of School Counselors’ Skills, and School Counselors’ Beliefs and
Attitudes indicators. The areas where school counselors indicated they perceived their
school district as minimally ready were Leadership, Community Support, and Guidance
Curriculum. In the areas of Staffing/Time Use and District Resources, school counselors
reported perceiving their school district as being not ready.
School administrators perceived their district to be ready in the areas of
Community Support, Leadership, Guidance Curriculum, School Counselors’ Beliefs and
Attitudes, and School Counselors’ Skills indicators. The areas where school
administrators indicated they perceived their school district as minimally ready were
Staffing/Time Use and District Resources. There were no areas in which administrators
reported perceiving their school district as being not ready.
Based on school counselor perceptions, the “overall” readiness level of their
district was minimally ready to implement the ASCA National Model. Based on school
administrator perceptions, the “overall” readiness level of their district was ready to
implement the ASCA National Model. The school counselor and administrator
perceptions were significantly different across all seven readiness factors of the ASCA
National Model DRS-R. The classification of school counselors and administrator was
determined to account for 30.4% of the variance in the overall district readiness level to
implement the ASCA National Model.
This information may be used at both the district level and the school level. The
district may use this data to devise various training sessions to inform school counselors
and administrators about the ASCA National Model and its implementation. This
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information may also provide district personnel with the information needed to evaluate
the staffing situation at each school. Counselor and administrator meetings may be
valuable at each school. This would allow for counselors and administrators both to gain
a better understanding of each other’s views on ASCA Model implementation and to
discuss possible changes that may be made. These changes may include reallocation of
counselor duties and further evaluation of time use.
Future research should be done to evaluate district readiness to implement the
ASCA National Model. This provides valuable data for school districts and helps ensure
successful ASCA National Model implementation. Areas that should be improved upon
are sample size and means of data collection.
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APPENDIX A
ASCA NATIONAL MODEL DISTRICT READINESS SURVEY, REVISED
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Are You Ready for the ASCA National Model?

A. Community Support
1. The school board recognizes that
school counseling is an important
component of all students’ public education.
2. The school board believes school
counselors can play an influential role in
closing the achievement gap.
3. Parents support the school
counseling program.
4. Students believe the school
counseling program is an important
resource.
5. Teachers at all levels appreciate the
importance of the school counseling
program.
6. School counselors are recognized by
teachers for their expertise in issues that
have an impact on learning and teaching.
7. Parents from all racial/ethnic and
socioeconomic backgrounds believe school
counseling can be an important source of
help for to all students.
8. Influential business and community
leaders are familiar with and support the

Components:

Not at
All Like
My
District
“1”

Occasionally
Like My
District
“2”

Somewhat
Like My
District
“3”

Mostly
Like
My
District
“4”

Exactly
Like My
District
“5”

This tool is designed to help you assess your district’s readiness to implement the ASCA National Model and to determine
what you will need to achieve successful implementation.
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school counseling program.
9. Community leaders would be eager
to be active participants on a school
counseling advisory board.
B. Leadership
1. The superintendent believes the
school counseling program is an essential
component of the district’s educational
mission.
2. The superintendent believes the
school counseling program can help support
students’ academic achievement.
3. The school counseling program has a
full-time, district-level leader who is
respected by the superintendent, principals
and school counselors.
4. The district’s school counseling
leader knows the principals of standardsbased reform and can communicate the
relationships between school counseling
activities and student learning outcomes.
5. The district’s school counseling
leader knows how to initiate and coordinate
systemic change in the school counseling
program.
6. The majority of principals believe
school counselors ought to be engaged in
developmental and preventive activities.
7. The majority of principals believe
school counselors ought to be involved in
helping students achieve academically.
8. The majority of principals would be
receptive to creating yearly plans with
school counselors.
9. The majority of principals would be
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3. School counselors do not spend an

willing to commit resources to alleviate
school counselors from routine
clerical/administrative duties so they can
devote at least 80 percent of their time to
activities directly benefiting students.
C. Guidance Curriculum
1. The school counseling program
operates from a set of student learning
objectives that have measurable student
outcomes.
2. The school counseling program
operates from a set of student learning
objectives that are grouped by grade or
grade cluster.
3. The school counseling program
operates from a set of student learning
objectives grounded in both the ASCA
National Standards and local norms.
4. The school counseling program
operates from a set of student learning
objectives connected to the district’s
academic curricula.
D. Staffing/Time Use
1. School counselor workload is
consistent with needs of a National Model
program (e.g. 300 students/elementary
counselor; 200 students/middle school-high
school counselor).
2. School counselors spend at least 25
percent of their time in educational
activities that promote student
development and prevent problems.
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inordinate amount of time on routine
clerical tasks.
E. School Counselors’ Beliefs and
Attitudes
1. In general, school counselors are
open to change.
2. In general, school counselors believe
it is important to demonstrate how students
are different as a consequence of guidance
interventions.
3. In general, school counselors believe
it is important collect outcome data in order
to be able to modify interventions.
4. In general, school counselors agree
on a mission statement that establishes the
school counseling program as an essential
educational program that is designed to
serve all students.
5. In general, school counselors are
willing to devote the time to learn new
skills.
6. In general, school counselors believe
it is important that they serve as advocates
for underserved students.
F. School Counselors’ Skills
1. School counselors are competent in a
wide range of interventions (whole school,
classroom guidance, small group and
individual counseling).
2. School counselors are familiar with
the principles of standards-based
educational reform and can identify the
relationships between school counseling
activities and student performance.
3. School counselors can identify

116

evidence-based interventions that enhance
academic achievement, career development
and personal/social development.
4. School counselors know how to be
effective advocates for underserved
students.
5. School counselors can measure how
students are different as a consequence
their interventions.
6. School counselors can use
institutional data (e.g. achievement,
attendance, school climate surveys) to
describe current problems and set goals.
7. School counselors use technology
effectively to access needed student data.
8. School counselors use technology
effectively to accomplish routine clerical
tasks efficiently.
9. School counselors use technology
effectively to communicate with students,
parents and colleagues.
10. School counselors can document
their impact on students for principals,
school committees and the community.
G. District Resources
1. The district is committed to providing
professional development to help school
counselors develop skills necessary for the
implementation of the ASCA National Model.
2. The district school counseling leader
has implemented a system for monitoring
the ongoing outcomes and continuously
improving programs in each school.
3. The district school counseling leader
has implemented a system for periodic
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program evaluation for the entire school
counseling program.
4. The district school counseling leader
has implemented a system for coordinating
school counseling program activities (e.g. a
master calendar).
5. The district school counseling leader
has implemented a system ensuring good
communication and information sharing
across the school counseling program.

APPENDIX B
DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE
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Demographic Questionnaire
* If you are at more than one school please answer questions for your home base
school. Thank you!
_________ 1) Are you an
a) Administrator
b) Counselor
_________ 2) Level of your school
a) Elementary
b) Middle
c) High
_________ 3) How many students attend your school?
_________ 4) How many school counselors does your school employ?
_________ 5) Years of counseling experience? (If you have never served as a school
counselor please enter zero)
__________6) Years of administrative experience? (If you have never served as an administrator
please enter zero)
_________ 7) Years of total experience in schools?
__________ 8) Gender
a) Male
b) Female
__________ 9) What is your age?
___________ 10) Highest Level of Education
a) Bachelors degree
b) Masters degree
c) Educational Specialist degree
d) Doctoral degree
___________ 11) If you are a counselor, was your graduate program CACREP
accredited?
a) Yes
b) No
____________ 12) Ethnicity
a)American Indian or Alaskan Native
b)Asian or Pacific Islander
c)Black or African American
d)Hispanic or Latino
e)White/Caucasian
f)Prefer not to answer
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SAMPLE E-MAIL TO PARTICIPANTS
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Sample Email to Participants

My name is Capri Brooks and I am a doctoral student at Mississippi State University and a school
counselor in St. Tammany Parish. I am collecting information for my dissertation an am
requesting your participation in my study. The study will ask you questions about your
perceptions of your school district’s readiness to implement the ASCA National Model and some
general information regarding yourself as a counselor or administrator. Participation is
voluntary. In addition, if you begin the study and then wish to stop, you may do so.
At the end of the survey there is a space to include your name and email address if you are
interested in being included in the drawing for an Ipad mini to be given away. Please note that
the survey answers will not the linked to the name and email address.
Included in this research survey is: an informed consent form, a demographic questionnaire, and
the ASCA National Model District Readiness Survey, Revised. Though the results of this study
may be published, your participation will remain confidential.
Please go to the following website or click on the link provided to begin the survey. Thank you
for your willingness to participate in this research.
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Mississippi State University
Informed Consent Form for Participation in Research
Title of Research Study: Implementation of the American School Counseling
Association National Model: A Comparison Between Counselors and Administrators
Study Site: St. Tammany Parish Schools & Internet Survey via Survey Monkey
Researchers: Capri Brooks, Ed.S (Mississippi State University); Joshua Watson, PhD
(Mississippi State University)
Purpose
The purpose of this study is to determine the readiness level of St. Tammany Parish
School District to implement the ASCA National Model of school counseling based on
school counselor and administrator perceptions. In addition, the researchers hope to
identify school and school counselor characteristics that might explain the variance
between school counselor and administrator perceptions of readiness.
Procedures
If you participate in this study, you will complete two instruments (ASCA National Model
District Readiness Survey, Revised and Demographic Questionnaire). These
instruments should take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete.
Risks or Discomforts
The researchers anticipate minimal discomfort and risk to the participants. There are no
foreseeable risks due to participation in this research.
Benefits
Evaluating the readiness of the district to implement the model may help St. Tammany
Parish to better equip counselors as they continue to strive for educational excellence.
Using this data, the district may develop an action plan that identifies strategies,
interventions, responsibilities, and timelines to help successfully implement the ASCA
National Model.
Incentive to participate
Participants in this study will have the opportunity to be entered into a drawing for an
Ipad mini. The drawing will take place once all surveys are collected.
Confidentiality
Confidently will be strictly observed. The results of this study will be published in the
form of a journal article and/or dissertation; however, confidentiality is protected as
participants will not be identified.
Please note that these records will be held by a state entity and therefore are subject to
disclosure if required by law. Research information may be shared with the MSU
Institutional Review Board (IRB) and the Office for Human Research Protections
(OHRP).
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.
Questions
If you have any questions about this research project, please feel free to contact Capri
Brooks at 985-626-0883 or Joshua Watson at 601-484-0188.
For questions regarding your rights as a research participant, or to discuss problems,
express concerns or complaints, request information, or offer input, please feel free to
contact the MSU Regulatory Compliance Office by phone at 662-325-3994, by e-mail at
irb@research.msstate.edu, or on the web at
http://orc.msstate.edu/humansubjects/participant/.
Voluntary Participation
Please understand that your participation is voluntary. Your refusal to participate
will involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. You
may discontinue your participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits.

For paper survey participants:
Please take all the time you need to read through this document and decide
whether you would like to participate in this research study.
If you decide to participate, your completion of the research procedures indicates your
consent. Please keep this form for your records.

For online participants:
Please take all the time you need to read through this document and decide
whether you would like to participate in this research study.

By clicking on the “I Agree” button below, you are volunteering to participate
in this research in accordance with the above agreement. Please print a copy of this
page for your records before moving onto the survey.
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Capri,
I am glad you are interested in the topic.
1) You have permission to use our instrument.
2 & 3 I am not sure who has used it and published the research. I know that a few
dissertations used it. Mostly it was used by consultants--especially when had the free
online version with interpretations on our website.
4) Wendy McGannon did a factor analysis of the instrument for her dissertation. I can
put you in contact with her if it would help.
Jay Carey
On Jan 16, 2013, at 9:13 PM, Capri Posey wrote:

Dr. Carey,
I am a PhD student at Mississippi State University and a public high school counselor in
south Louisiana. Louisiana public education is going through many changes. One of
those recent changes is the implementation of a state counseling model and
accountability system based on the ASCA National Model. I am interested in doing my
dissertation on the readiness of school district(s) to implement the model. I have a few
questions that you may be able to help with. (1) I would like to use the ASCA National
Model District Readiness Survey for my research. Who should I contact to gain
permission and is there a cost associated with the use of this instrument? (2) I've looked
for some research using this instrument, but I've found very few articles. Do you have or
know where I could find more articles using this instrument? (3) Are you aware of any
current research being done with this instrument? (4) Anything else that might help me?
:)
Thank you so much for your help.
Capri Brooks
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